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Summary 



This is the eleventh in the Commission staffs series of an- 
nual reports on transfer students from California Com- 
munity Colleges to the University of California, the Cali- 
fornia State University, and independent California col- 
leges and universities. It updates these statistics through 
Spring 1989 and discusses the policy issues surrounding 
transfer but makes no recommendations regarding them. 

This document differs from previous reports on the suD- 
ject in that it displays graphics to illustrate changes over 
time and differences among groups in addition to tables of 
numbers. It also focuses more than in the past on the var- 
ious ethnic groups and trends in their enrollment as 
transfer students in the three segments. 

Following a brief introduction to the report in Part One, 
Part Two discusses transfer and articulation policy issues 
and proposals for alleviating currently perceived prob 
lems, as well as summarizing historical data on the en- 
rollment of new freshman and transfer students at Cali- 
fornia's four-year segments of higher education. Part 
Three deals with ethnic data and their analysis. Part 
Four summarises trend data for each segment and select- 
ed campuses. Appendices to the report include data on 
the numbers of students transferring from each California 
Community College to each baccalaureate degree-grant- 
mg segmen. /er time, the ethnic distribution of each 
Community College's transfer students in Fall 1988, fall- 
term and full-year transfer statistics, and statistical ta- 
bles of numbers used to construct the displays in the text. 

Additional copies of this report and further information 
about it may be obtained from the Library of the Commis- 
sion at (916) 322-8031, Third Floor, 1O20 Twelfth Street, 
Sacramento, California 95814-3985 Questions about the 
substance of the report may be directed to Bruce D. Ham- 
lett, the information oflicer of the Commission, (916) 
322-8010. 
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Preface 



The California Postsecondary Education Commission produces this report 
annually as a service report to the field, for the purpose of ensuring accurate 
annual data on the number of California Community College students who 
transfer to four-year segments* 

The transfer function is generally considered to be a central underpinning to 
California's Master Plan for Higher Education, and the recent review of the 
Master Plan has reembraced the centrality of the transfer function to the 
successful operation of the entire system of postsecondary education. As of 
this writing, legislation is pending that would make explicit the high prior- 
ity placed on a successful transfer function. One important component of the 
legislation is the option of a contract between a California Community Col- 
lege student and a four-year segment, the successful completion of which 
guarantees the student the right to transfer to the campus and program of 
choice. This option for a contract, coupled with the State's policy goal of reach- 
ing and maintaining a ratio of 40 percent lower-division students to 60 per- 
cent upper-division students at the four-year segments, is a potentially sig- 
nificant refocusingof attention and resources to the transfer function. 

Continued attention to the importance of the transfer function can be expect- 
ed over the next several years, with State policy attention to the issue of how 
to make the function work better, the role of articulation in transfer, the cost 
effectiveness of transfer centers and other support functions, and resources 
needed to make transfer work. 

This report does not attempt to systematically address any of the important 
policy questions surrounding the transfer function. It is not an evaluation of 
the transfer function in all of its particulars. It is not a substitute for an 
evaluation of the transfer centers, or articulation, or the issues of funding 
necessary to support the transfer function. It is simply and only a statistical 
update, intended to provide researchers with information with which to 
make judgments about the transfer function. 



Contents 



1... Introduction 1 

Overview of the Report l 

Background and Methodology i 

Organization of the Report 2 

2. Issues of Policy and Practice Affecting Transfer Students 3 

What Do Current Statistics Tell Us? 3 

Is Transfer Increasing Among Non- White Students? 5 

What Difference Does it Make? 6 

How Much Can Legislation Help? 7 

How Is the Segmental Administration Responsible for Diversity? 9 

How Is Smallness a Problem? 9 

What More Can Be Done to Help? 9 

The Future? 10 

3* The Ethnic Dimension of Transfer 11 

Highlights 1 1 

Overview of the Analysis 11 

Black Students 11 

Hispanic Students 15 

Asian Students 17 

Filipino Students 19 

American Indian Students 21 

Ethnic Diversity by Campus 21 

4. Changes in Numbers of Community College Students Who Transfer 25 

Highlights 25 

Transfer Students to the University of California 25 

Transfer Students to the California State University 32 

Differences Among California Community Colleges 35 

Transfer Students ♦^o Independent Colleges and Universities 37 

Appendices 41 

References 83 



Appendices 



Flow of Transfer Students from California Community College Districts 
and Colleges to the University of California, the California State 
University, and Regionally Accredited Independent Colleges and 
Universities, Fall Term and Full- Year, 1981-82 Through 1988-89 



41 



B. Ethnic Distribution of Community College Transfer Students to the 
University of California and the California State University, Fall 
1937 and Fall 1988 



55 



C. Fall Term and Full- Year Statistics for the University of California 
and the California State University 

D. Tables of Numbers Used to Construct the Displays in the Text 



71 
73 



ERIC 



r 

o 



Displays 



1. Number of Community College Students Who Transferred to the University 
of California, the California State University, and Regionally Accredited 
Independent Institutions, Together with Number of First-Time Freshmen 

in the University, the State University, and the Community Colleges 

from California High Schools, 1965 Through 1988 4 

2. Ethnic Distribution of Community College Transfer Students, University 
of California and the California State University Combined, Fall 1979 

Through Fall 1988 12 

3. Ethnic Distribution of Community College Transfer Students to the 
University of California and the California State University, Fall 1979 
Through Fall 1988 »2 

4. Number of Black Transfer Students Enrolled in California Four-Year 

Colleges and Universities, Fall 1982 Through Fall 1988 13 

5. Number of Hispanic Transfer Students Enrolled in California Four- Year 
Colleges and Universities, Fall 1982 Through Fall 1988 16 

6. Number of Asian Transfer Students Enrolled in California Four-Year 

Colleges and Universities, Fall 1982 Through Fall 1988 18 

7. Number of Filipino Transfer Students Enrolled in California Four- Year 
Colleges and Universities, Fall 1982 Through Fall 1988 20 

8. Number of University of California Transfer Students by Ethnicity, 

Fall 1988 22 

9. Number of California State University Transfer Students by Ethnicity, 

Fall 1988 23 

I 

10. Number of California Community College Transfer Students Enrolled 

in the University of California, Fall 1965 Through Fall 1988 26 

11. Number of University of California Transfer Students by Sex, Fall 1988 27 



12. Number of Transfer Students to Each University of California Campus, 

Fall 1979 Through Fall 1988 27 

13. Number of University of California Majors Reported Among New Transfer 
Students by Sex, Fall 1988 29 

14. Number of University of California Transfers (Distribution Among 
Community Colleges), Fall 1988 31 

16. Number of University of California and California State University 
Transfers from Selected California Community College Campuses, Fall 
1988 31 

16. Number of California Community College Transfers to the California 

State University, 1965 Through 1988 32 

17. Number of California Community College Transfers to Campuses of 

the California State University by Sex, Fall 1988 33 

18. Number of California Community College Transfers to Selected California 

State University Campuses, 1979 Through 1988 34 

19. Number of Majors Reported for California State University Transfers by 

Sex, Fall 1988 35 

20. Distribution of California Community College Transfer Students to the 
California State University, Fall 1988 36 

21. Numbers of California Community College Students Who Transfer A 
to Independent California Colleges and Universities, Fall 1986 

Through Fall 1988 38-39 



10 



Introduction 



Overview of the report 

The origins of California's Community Colleges may 
be traced to locally established, financed, and gov- 
erned junior colleges that were a part of the public 
school system, with the primary function of provid- 
ing two years of college*level work for high school 
graduc ces who were unable to go away to college as 
freshmen but who might do so as juniors. In 1960, 
the Master Plan for Higher Education in California 
elevated these junior colleges to the status of full 
partners in tJie State's tripartite system of public 
higher education and emphasized as strongly as pos- 
sible the importance of their transfer function to the 
success of this system in terms of access to the bacca- 
laureate degree, quality of instruction, and low cost 
to students and to the State. 

The transfer function might be said to have reached 
its peak by the mid* 19708 when numbers of students 
who transferred to the University of California and 
the California State University were at their highest 
level. Several conditions appear to account for the 
decline ir these numbers until recently. The Hrst is 
the decreasing number of high school graduates and 
changes in the ethnic composition of the graduates 
that produced fewer students who might be inter- 
ested in obtaining a baccalaureate degree. At about 
the same time, young men were no longer subject to 
being drafted into military service if they did not at- 
tend college full time, and benefits of the earlier G.I. 
bill were expiring for those who might attend college. 
These and other factors were responsible for a 
change in priorities in the mission of California Com- 
munity Colleges who responded to new and different 
needs of their ever-increasing adult population that 
had been out of school for some time and was less in- 
terested than recent high school graduates in obtain- 
ing a college degree. Thus the focus tended to shift 
from transfer to occupation-related and other short- 
term programs for part-time, older students. 

The Board of Governors of the California Community 
Colleges and the Commission both contributed to the 
resttrgence of interest in the transfer function in the 
years just prior to the establishmenc in 1984 of the 
Commission f'^t the Review of the Master Plan for 



Higher Education, which in its 1987 final report. The 
Master Plan Renewed, once again emphasized the 
critical importance of the transfer function to the 
success of California's interdependent system of pub- 
lic higher education. 

The Legislature's Joint Committee for Review of the 
Master Plan has now completed its work of review- 
ing the Master Plan Commission's report and has 
made recom^xendations to strengthen transfer and 
articulation, some of which have already been in- 
corporated into bills and others that may be included 
in an omnibus bill to implement the Committee's rec- 
ommendations. The Legislature is also expected to 
request that the segments: ard the Commission iden- 
tify plans for implementing those aspects of the plan 
that do not require statutory authorization. These 
implementation plans - including an identification 
of resources needed to meet them - will be presented 
to the Commission for review and comment prior to 
going to the Legislature at the end of 1989. 

The Postsecondary Education Commission's past in- 
terest in transfer and articulation may be illustrated 
by two types of reports it has published periodically 
~ (1) policy reports with recommendations to the 
Governor, the Legislature, and the various segments 
of education; and (2) statistical reports on the flow of 
transfer students. The former includes Reaffirming 
California's Commitment to Transfer - the report of 
an ad hoc committee of Commission members that its 
chairperson appointed in 1984 to study and make 
recommendations to strengthen the transfer func- 
tion, and two follow-up reports on the implementa- 
tion of its recommendations. The latter include the 
Commission's annual reports on community college 
transfer statistics, of which this is the twelfth. A list 
of both types of reports appears in the references at 
the end of this document. 



Background and methodology 

The Commission has published its annual reports on 
transfer statistics since 1978 as a service to counsel- 
ors, enrollment planners, transfer program directors, 



' and evaluators. This current report differs from its 
predecessors in two msyor ways: 

• First, complex tables of numbers have for the most 
part been moved to Appendix D and replaced with 
graphics that are designed to highlight trends, 
changes, and group differences. 

• Second, information about each ethnic group and 
its analysis has been put in one section, one ethnic 
group at a time. In past reports, such information 
has been discussed first of all in the analysis for 
each segment of higher education, followed by a 
brief summary section. This changed presentation 
responds to the importance the Commission and 
others have placed on the role of transfer in meet- 
ing the State's goals of educational equity. 

The main sources of data for the University and the 
State University are the fall term student enroll- 
ment tapes that the central administration of each 
segment submits to the Commission early each calen- 
dar year. Commission staff obtains information from 
the independent sector through a survey of the sour- 
ces of their first-time freshmen and California Com- 
munity College transfer students that it conducts 
during the fall. 

Subsequent to the preparation of this report for re- 
view by the Commission in June, the University and 
the State University provided the Commission staff 
with full-year transfer statistics through the Spring 
1989 term. These appear in Appendix C together 
with previously unpublished statistics for 1987-88, 



but are not analyzed in the report because of their 
late arrival. 

Finally, a number of changes in numbers from past 
reports have resulted from staff efforts to correct past 
mistakes that were numerically small, that occurred 
for a number of reasons, and that do not appear to af- 
fect findings about trends or group differences. 



Organization of the report 

The report is organized so as to move from the gener- 
al to the specific. Part Two discusses transfer and ar- 
ticulation policy issues and proposals for alleviating 
currently perceived problems. It also includes an 
historic statistical summary of new freshman and 
transfer enrollments for each segment. Part Three 
deals with ethnic data and their analysis. Part Four 
summarizes trend data for each segment and select- 
ed campuses. The four appendices to the report in- 
clude: 

A. Numbers of students transferring from each Com- 
munity College to each baccalaureate degree- 
granting segment over time; 

B. The ethnic distribution of each Community Col- 
lege's transfer students in Fall 1988, 

C. Fall term and full-year transfer statistics; and 

D. Tables of numbers used to construct the displays 
in the text. 



Issues of Policy and Practice 
Affecting Transfer Students 



THIS report provides the most current statistics on 
the flow of transfer students from the California 
Community Colleges and comments on issues, prob* 
lems, and proposed solutions th':t are bein<f debated 
- largely in the context of the recommendations of 
the Legislature's Joint Committee for Review of the 
Master Plan for Higher Education and proposals to 
enact them into statute. It includes no recommen- 
dation«i for action oy the segments or the Legisla- 
ture . chis time. 

Before commenting on issues, problems, and pro- 
posals to strengthen the transfer function, a clear 
distinction is p^^ed between the terms transfer 
and articulation in order to clarify both problems 
and proposals. Although transfer and articulation 
are one and the same process for many who are not 
professionally involved in them, transfer refers to 
the movement of stude s between or among insti- 
tutions under policies governing standards and re- 
quirements for admission with advanced standing. 
ArticaUuion, on the other hand, refers to the align- 
ment of courses, programs, and services offered by 
different institutions so as to facilitate transfer and 
progress toward the baccalaureate degree Both are 
essential to the success of the transfer function of 
the California Community Colleges, but what is 
sometimes overlooked is that good articulation is of 
relatively little value in the absence of good trans- 
fer admission policies and practices. Stated simply, 
agreements about the award 6f tr.insfer credit and 
satisfaction of degree requirements must be accom- 
panied by agreement*, about the conditions for ad 
mission for advanced standing, since admission is a 
necessary pre-condition for the awarding of transfer 
credit. 

The discussion that follows deals with both transfer 
and articulation and is organized in seven sections 
that cover the broad topics of California's progress 
in regard to transfer, the importance of the transfer 
function to California, legislative proposals, and re- 
lated issues and problems. 



What do current statistics tell us? 

A former Commissioner's observation that "two 
years do not make a trend" is pertinent in evaluat- 
ing the annual statistics reported herein because 
the most recent two-year increase in the numbers of 
Cdlifornia Community College students who trans- 
ferred to the University of California and the Cali- 
fornia State University is indeed encouraging - 
particularly for the University (Display 1). The low 
point in the flow of transfer students that occurred 
in 1986 resulted from several factors, among them 
the declining enrollment of recent high school grad- 
uates in California Community Colleges and uncer- 
tainties about who and how many mi^ht be ad- 
mitted to what campuses and in what programs of 
the University and the State Universii.y. Numbers 
increased in the Fall 1987 term - dramatically for 
the University - but there was fear that the in- 
crease was a one-time phenomenon resulting from a 
previous delay in transfer by students who were for 
the flrst time being required co complete all lower- 
division requirements before transfer. The Pall 
1988 increases lend support to the conclusions that 
(1) the University in particular has been able to do 
enrollment piannmg that accommodates qualified 
California Community College applicants for ad- 
vanced standing; and (2) California Community 
College students who are interested and qualified 
are ready to take advantage of the increased access 
that the University has begun to provide. 

Changes at the University of California 

Improvement in University access for transfer stu- 
dents may be explained in terms of several favor- 
able conditions. 

• First are the voluntary, largely regional agree- 
ments into which University campuses are enter- 
ing with their 'Tee^'er" colleges that all but guar- 
antee admission of students who complete re- 
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DISPLAY 1 Number of CommunUy Colkgt Students Who Tmsfemd to the Univemty of CaUfomia, 
the California State UnivenUy, and Regionally Accredited Independent Institutions, 
Together with Number of Fint-Tlme Freshmen in the University, the State University, 
and the Community Colleges from California Higfi Schools, 1965 Througft 1988 
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quirements and meet academic standards. 

Second appears to be much improved communi- 
cation between the University campuses and 
California Community Colleges regarding both 
transfer and articulation matters. 

Third is the early and continuing counseling of 
Caiifomia Community College students about 
tran^'fer by University personnel who are able to 



prescribe courses of action and give assurances 
about both admission and student aid. 

Meanwhile, faculty representatives from the var- 
ious segments are conferring largely on a voluntary 
basis about curriculum articulation for example, 
common course numbering that is based on certain 
equivalencies, a core general education program, 
and the improvement of instruction in selected 
fields. 
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This generally encouraging picture is not without 
blemishes, however, The first and more specific is 
the San Diego area, where both the University and 
the State University campuses are enrolling fewer 
transfer students from California Community CoU 
leges than before. Reasons appear to be related less 
to the availability of qualified applicants statewide 
than to changes in and uncertainties about campus 
practices and procedur'?s for gaining admission with 
advanced standing. Students from all parts of the 
State are attracted to San Diego campuses as both 
freshman and transfer students but the latter may 
have more difficulty in gaining admission since 
their numbers have been unstable from year to year 
and are decreasing again. 

Changes at the California State University 

The State University system's recent transfer 
statistics raise questions that are not easily an- 
swered in rcfgard to (1) its relatively small increase 
in numbers of transer students enrolling; (2) th«^ im- 
pact of increases in transfer enrollments at Univer- 
sity of California campuses, particularly those in 
Berkeley and Los Angeles, on transfer enrollments 
at nearby State University campuses; (3) the State 
University's increase in new freshman enrollments; 
and (4) the lack of information about the effects of 
impaction and priorities in admission to specific 
State University cam^^uses - at least in comparison 
with the recent and continuing focus of the Univer- 
sity on the California Community College transfer 
function. 

Increased opportunity to transfer to certain Univer- 
sity of California campuses for students who could 
not be accommodated in the pact because of a lack of 
space and who may have then enrolled on a State 
University campus has understandably created 
some problems for State University enrollment 
planning in the last year or two. However, the pool 
of potential transfer students in California Commu- 
nity Colleges is in large part still untapped, and the 
State University needs to be encouraged to continue 
its efforts to reach out to attract additional transfer 
students - not in competition with the University, 
but among older, part-time, and non-white students 
who might not be able or want to attend the Univer- 
sity. 



Is transfer increasing among 
non-white students? 

Differences among ethnic groups 

The Hispanic transfer statistics provide the most 
encouraging picture of any ethnic group, particular- 
ly at the University, where the two-year increase in 
numbers is dramatic. However, it may be no more 
than should be expected, given increases in the 
number of Hispanic high school graduates and their 
enrollment in California Community Colleges. The 
increase appears to be a positive sign, in any case. 

Black students appear to be the most disadvantaged 
group in terms of their successful tlow into and 
through California higher education. National sta- 
tistics reflect the rather bleak California picture, 
but it is quite possible that the latter would appear 
better if information were available about Black 
students who leave California to attend college as 
both freshman and transfer students. 

Asian students present still another picture because 
of their high rate of enrollment as freshmen in the 
universities and their high probability of transfer if 
ti?ey enroll first in a California Community College. 

Progress in attaining eligibility and enrolling as 
freshmen in the University and the State Univer- 
sity is slow for Black and Hispanic students and in- 
determinate for American Indian students, and in- 
formation about their retention to graduate is 
sparse. Therefore, programs to improve and in- 
crease transfer opportunities for non-white students 
are essential and need to be evaluated in terms of 
their differential effects on men and women in dif- 
ferent ethnic groups. 

Transfers role in meeting the State ^ goals 
of educational equity 

The State's goals for educational equity, as memori- 
alized in the ACR 83 recommendations, include the 
attainment of educational achievement patterns for 
each ethnic sub-group that are, at minimum, at par- 
ity with those in the general population. Thus, the 
goal of educational parity could be said to be met if 
all sub-groups graduate from high school at roughly 
equivalent rates, followed by university eligibility, 
enrollment, and graduation. 



The gap between the goal of equity and the actual 
accomplishments of California's postsecondary edu- 
cational institutions remains large, as most recent- 
ly documented in the Commission's report, Toward 
Educational Equity. As that report showed, al- 
though Black California residents comprise 7.5 per- 
cent of all Californians and Black students comprise 
8 percent of the State's high school graduates, they 
make up only 2.5 percent of University-eligible stu- 
dents and 3.2 percent of University degree recipi- 
ents. Similar gaps between high school graduates, 
eligibility, and graduation exisi for Hispanic stu- 
dents (19.5 percent, 6.7 percent, and 7.4 percent, re- 
spectively) as compared to a population parity goal 
of23.3oercent. 

The attention of the State to accelerating the rate of 
progress toward equity has been, appropriately, on 
improving the K-12 preparation of students of color, 
as well as on selective special action admissions pro- 
grams. In spite of every effort, and even in the most 
productive cases, the rate of progress is frus- 
tratingly slow. The fact is that the large mcgority of 
students of color in California postsecondary edu- 
cation are enrolled in California Community Col- 
leges. It must be a State pricrity to ensure that pri- 
ority attention to intersegmental program improve- 
ments be given to California Community Colleges, 
since that is where the students are, and where 
there is the highest prioHty toward reasonably 
quick payoff in progress toward educational equity. 
Thus, improvements in the transfer function are a 
very important part of the recent report of the Leg- 
islature's Joint Committee on the Master Pl^n. 



What difference does it make? 

Given the State's strong efforts to improve the prep- 
aration for and eligibility of California high school 
graduates - particularly non-white students - for 
freshman admission to the University and the State 
University, and enrollment facilities and planning 
to accommodate increasing numbers of freshmen, a 
legitimate question is "How important is the trans- 
fer function?" The suggested answer is 'Very im- 
portant, at least for the next decade." Among the 
most important reasons are: 

• Students who transfer from California Commu- 
nity Colleges now earn more than half of the bac- 



calaureate degrees granted by the State Univer- 
sity and one-fifth of those granted by the Univer- 
sity, and the State cannot afford to experience a 
reduction in the number of young people receiv- 
ing such degree? - already much below the na- 
tional picture. 

• A large majority of the Black and Hispanic stu- 
dents who go to college in California attend Com- 
munity Colleges, and until and unless they in- 
crease their eligibility for and success in the uni- 
versities, their enrollment in and transfer from 
California Community Colleges is essential in 
achieving goals of educational equity and oppor- 
tunity 

• Higher rates of eligibility for freshman admis- 
sion to the University and the State University 
that should result from increased efforts to pre- 
pare high school students for college may mean 
that rates will exceed those recommended in 1960 
in the Master Plan for Higher Education and gen- 
erally adhered to since then. These new rates 
may then lead to increased admission require- 
ments for freshmen, which in turn will sustain 
and perhaps increase enrollment on the Califor- 
nia Community Colleges of students seeking a 
baccalaureate degree. 

• Students who technically are eligible for fresh- 
man admission to the University or the State 
University may be underprepared, with a low 
probability of success if admitted. Increases in 
eligibility per se that is, increases in the pro- 
portion of high school students completing the re- 
quired com as with appropriate grades and tak- 
ing the needed admissions test - may not succeed 
in university work since there is no assurance of 
high quality instruction for increased numbers of 
students who are preparing to qualify for univer- 
sity admission. 

• Students with no aspirations to obtain a bacca- 
laureate degree when they graduate from high 
school may subsequently change their interests 
and goals -while enrolled in an occupational pro- 
gram or later, while employed - and California 
Community Colleges appear to offer the most fea- 
sible opportunities for such students, nov in de- 
veloping articulated 2 +2+2 programs. 
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How much can legislation help? 

Each year legislation is introduced to put into stat- 
ute policies and programs that are intended to 
strengthen the transfer function and facilitate the 
movement of California Community College stu- 
dents into the University and the State University 
by ''correcting'' problems of campus practices and 
segmental priorities that are perceived to be ob- 
stacles in meeting the State's transfer goals. Little 
of a specific nature has oeen enacted into statute to 
date, the major exceptions being special funding in 
the Budget Act for transfer centers, Project ASSIST, 
articulated career education programs, together 
with the priority given to the transfer function in 
Community College's m^^sion as set forth in the 
California Community College "^reform" bill (AB 
1725, 1988). 

Two major recommendations of the Legislature's 
Joint Committee for Review of the Master Plan that 
are being incorporated into legislation merit com- 
ment here. They ^re proposals for (1) guaranteed 
admission of California Community College trans- 
fer students under certain conditions, and (2) the 
development and adoption of a core general edu- 
cation curriculum for transfer. 

Guaranteed transfer and the core transfer curricu- 
lum must not be regarded as the sole options for stu- 
dents who may want to transfer but are not ready to 
make a decision or commitment when they first en- 
roll in a California Community College. 

There is always danger that refinement and facil- 
itation of transfer and articulation agreements will 
make it more difHcult for or even exclude California 
Community College students who do not fit the 
mold of the '"traditional modeP tor the transfer stu- 
dent - an 18-year-old high school graduate who is 
enrolled full time with clear and attainable goals 
with respect to transfer. Other options must be 
maintained for the "late bloomers" and others who 
raise their expectations after experiencing success 
in a California Community College program that 
differs from the core curriculum - most of all, stu- 
dents from underrepresented groups who may be 
seriously underprepared for degree work when they 
first enroll. 

In its 1987 report on Strengthening Transfer and 
Articulation Policies and Practices in California's 
Colleges and Universities, the Commission recom- 



mended - based on a national study that staff had 
conducted - that the Governor and the Legislature 
give broad policy direction to the segments in these 
matters and monitor the results on a regular basis, 
rather than attempt to mandate policies and prac- 
tices that require local adaptation for implementa- 
tion. The climate for voluntary articulation now ap- 
pears to be conducive to increased student flow, 
with enrollment planners and faculty groups work- 
ing to accommodate the need of California Commu- 
nity College students for an opportunity to complete 
a baccalaureate degree. Special funding has been 
appropriated during the past few years to support 
these efforts, some of the results of which are now 
being evaluated. 

Guaranteed admission 

The problem of gaining admission with advanced 
standing has resided primarily with the University 
and involves uncertainty about acceptance by the 
campus and in the major for which the transfer stu- 
dent has prepared because of limited spaces for new 
undergraduate students in most majors on cam- 
puses that are most in demand by qualified appli- 
cants. Meeting minimum requirements for admis- 
sion with advanced standing - generally a grade- 
point average of C + in about two years of lower-di- 
vision coursework that is transferable - has done 
little to secure admission because of the competition 
for space in the upper division and a grade-point re- 
quirement far above the minimum that is not fixed. 
Admission to an alternate campus has been un- 
acceptable to many students for a variety of per- 
sonal and academic reasons, the latter including 
differences among University campuses in both 
general and major requirements for graduation. 

Beginning most visiblv with Davis and Santa Bar- 
bara, the general campuses of the University have 
been moving individually and voluntarily to reach 
articulation agreements with an increasing number 
ofCalifornia Community Colleges - usually in their 
region - that give assurance to California Commu- 
nity College students who meet the terms of their 
''contract" in regard to grades and courses com- 
pleted that they will be admitted with junior stand- 
ing to the campus and in the mcgor of their choice. 
This entails a considerable amount of attention to 
individual students as they progress through the 
California Community College and works best for 
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students who know where they want to transfer 
from the start and do not move their enrollment to 
another California Community College - not the 
typical California Community College student. The 
practice also works best for California Community 
Colleges that are in relatively close proximity to a 
University campus since early and continuing con- 
tact between University staff and California Com- 
munity College students is essential to the success 
of the program. 

While all University campuses are involved in de- 
veloping some type of agreement about admission, 
to require all California Community Colleges to 
reach such agreements - with several University 
and State University campuses may not be feasi- 
ble because of the interrelated factors of smallness 
(enrollment generally and potential transfer stu- 
dents), inability to offer many different transfer 
curricula for different campuses and majors, and 
geographic isolation. There appears at this time to 
be no proposals being made to address the problems 
of these small California Community Colleges and 
how they may best have assurances that their few 
studen'^s will be able to transfer with ease at the ju- 
nior level, compared with larger colleges or these in 
close proximity to University campuses. The gen- 
eral conclusion - both from looking at what works 
in other states as well as looking at different col- 
leges in California is that transfer programs must 
be tailored to meet the needs of the individual stu- 
dent. There is a danger in the best designed reg- 
ulated program that the goal of transfer becomes 
subsumed to the process of the function. In any 
case, voluntary, less formal, and unbureaucratic ar- 
rangements appear to work best. 

Another point of possible concern in legislating the 
Joint Committee's recommendations about transfer 
stems from a general concern about the entire ad- 
missions process, and how freshman eligibility, in- 
creased retention to graduation, and the goal of in- 
creasing ti^ansfer are all to be met. To the extent 
that policy goals become statutory rights, enforce- 
able by law, then students' rights to ''seats" in cam- 
pus, program and major of choice must be assured. 
As a matter of history and policy, California has en- 
deavored to ensure that there is a '*seat" someplace 
in the system for all students qualified and motivat 
ed to be there. This practice has meant that the 
Stat.e has historically provided funding to meet all 
enrv*>llment demands for both university systems. It 



is not clear, as a practical matter, that the science of 
enrollment management can be extended to mee^. 
the simultaneous entitlements of full access to all 
transfer students, including the right to campus 
and msjor of choice, while meeting the State's goals 
of ensuring a place for all qualifled freshmen who 
want to enroll in a system. Some campuses have 
met their enrollment ceilings and will be less able 
to expand access than others; others that plan to ex- 
pand access will be unable to find qualified faculty 
to o£fer the courses; still others will have excess ca- 
pacity but in the wrong places. The prospect of hav- 
ing students litigating over who is more or less 
qualified for admission to a campus and program is 
unsavory at best. These are likely to be long-term 
problems that make the statutory provision of 
transfer a very real practical problem for the State. 

The general education core curriculum 

The Joint Committee's recommendation for a core 
transfer curriculum resembles what has been ac- 
complished by the faculty senates of the University 
and the State University, working cooperatively 
and in consultation with the academic senate of the 
California Community Colleges. The problem it is 
intended to alleviate is the differing general educa- 
tion graduation requirements of the university seg- 
ments and campuses and majors within each seg- 
ment - thus creating obstacles in articulation for 
transfer students who cannot be admitted to the 
campus and major for which they have prepared or 
who change their objectives and plans after starting 
a prescribed transfer prcgjram. The general educa- 
tion core program would - if ratified by the Univer- 
sity and the State University - "guarantee" the ac- 
ceptance of the equivalent of about one full year of 
general education credit in satisfaction of gradua- 
tion requirements - regardless of the segment, cam- 
pus, or major with which California Community 
College students transferred. 

The proposal has considerable merit, and there is 
little opposition to it in principle after a long period 
of work by the faculties. Concern might be ex- 
pressed that the trade-off for easier articulation 
could be a sameness or homogenization of the Cali- 
fornia Community College curriculum for transfer 
that would also discourage change or innovation in 
course content or mode of instruction. There is also 
a necessity for getting agreement about the remain- 



ing 30 or more units of lower-division credit for 
transfer, since the practice is Rowing that requires 
California Community College students to complete 
all requirements for entering the upper division in 
their major before they are admitted with advanced 
standing - requirements that also vary between 
segments and among campuses and majors. Thus 
good vertical articulation of programs - from lower 
to upper division - needs to be developed and incor- 
porated into Project ASSIST while work continues on 
the core general education curriculum, CAN, and re- 
lated projects. 



How is the segmental administration 
responsible for diversity? 

In the course of analyzing campus data on ethnic di- 
versity, the question came to mind of the account- 
ability or responsibility of the segments' State- level 
administration for the eiTects of campus-level im- 
plementation of admissions policies and enrollment 
planning. Assuming a strong commitment to the 
goals of equity and parity by those at both the sys- 
temwide and local levels, who is accountable if cam- 
pus practice does not yield the intended segmental 
results in terms of diversity? 

The question is of some importance, given (1) the 
segments' commitment to decentralization and del- 
egation of responsibility to the campuses; (2) the 
primacy of student choice or preference, at least 
among those eligible for admission; and (3) the ten- 
dency of campus student bodies to attract new stu- 
dents most like themselves. Thus campuses that 
have already achieved a fairly high degree of ethnic 
diversity are likely to increase their numbers of 
non-white students, while others may remain quite 
homogeneous in regard to ethnicity. If diversity is 
desired for each campus, what kind of student and 
institutional incentives can be offered to achieve 
this condition? 

A similar question can be raised in regard to the de- 
sirability of balance at the campus level between 
men and women, new freshman and transfer stu- 
dents from California Community Colleges, and stu- 
dent majors - to the extent that student preference 
can be accommodated. With both segments now 
planning new campuses, the question of account- 



ability for diversity or balance at the campus level 
takes on new importance. 



How is smallness a problem? 

The problems of small California Community Col* 
leges - often in quite isolated areas - with small 
numbers of transfer students have already been 
noted briefly, and documentation of these numbers 
appears in a later section of the report. Still, the 
plight of these colleges in regard to the transfer 
function needs to be kept in mind at all times in con- 
sidering ways to improve transfer opportunities. 
The number of students who transfer from them is 
not small simply because of barriers but, rather, be- 
cause relatively few students have baccalaureate- 
degree goals. However few they may be, they are as 
important to the success of the California Commu- 
nity College transfer function as those in a college 
that enrolls hundreds of uni versity*bound students. 

A very different kind of problem of smallness is the 
very small number of non-white transfer students 
on some University and State University campuses, 
compared to their concentration on others - the 
problem being their ability to adjust to the predom- 
inantly white-student environment of a large cam- 
pus where there are also likely to be few faculty and 
staff from their same ethnic group. The problem 
may be intensified for non- white students who 
transfer from California Community Colleges with 
ethnically diverse student populations that reflect 
the ethnic composition of the area which they serve. 
Attrition among non-white students is high after 
transfer, and its causes are largely undocumented. 
Therefore, the question is posed as to whether non- 
white students persist less well on campuses with 
few such students because of factors of personal ad< 
justment and campus climate. 



What more can be done to help? 

The Commission has made numerous recommenda- 
tions and suggestions in previous reports, many of 
which have been at least partially implemented. 
Two of the most important are (1) enrollment plan- 
ning by the University and the State University to 
make more adequate provision for California Com- 



munity College transfer students, and (2) matricu- 
lation by California Community Colleges to do bet- 
ter assessment, counseling, placement, and follow- 
up of potential transfer students - which should fa- 
cilitate enrollment planning as well. Matriculation 
has been funded by the State and should be fully 
funded in 1989-90, with payoff to be expected in re- 
gard to transfer quite soon. 

However, matriculation is not limited to students 
intending to transfer, and there are some grounds 
for concern that new students will be "tracked" into 
a transfer, occupational, or general curriculum as 
part of the matriculation process. Assignment of 
California Community College students to particu- 
lar curricular tracks as part of matriculation at en- 
try would appear to be useful in connection with en- 
rollment planning but would ignore the students' 
need to reassess and often revise their goals after a 
period of enrollment. It would also be useful for 
purposes of "tracking" students as part of longitudi- 
nal follow-up activities that are required by the en- 
abling legislation; but it is an undesirable practice 
insofar as underprepared and other disadvantage'! 
students are counseled into non-transfer tracks with- 
out regard to their potentiial for college work lead- 
ing to a baccalaureate degree. 

Therefore, matriculation and enrollment planning 
are viewed as mutually supporting activities regard- 
ingtransfer from California Community Colleges to 
the University and the State University that should 
be monitored for negative as well as positive impact 
on the flow of students to the baccalaureate degree. 

Communication amc^g segments 

Better communication between the University and 
the California Community Colleges is thought to 
have played an important role in the recent in- 
crease of students transferring to the University. 
However, there is danger that much of the work 
now being done on transfer and course articulation 
agreements will not be ''communicated" to the peo- 
ple with the greatest need for the information - 
transfer students and their counselors, and faculty 
at all levels who have not participated in making 
the agreements. 

Both the University and the State University peri- 
odically publish informative newsletters for counse- 



lors, and the computerized Project ASSIST continues 
to offer considerable promise as a tool to expand 
counseling and advising resources at all levels. 
Still students should not be left out of the commuai- 
cation loop as new and better agreements and un- 
derstandings are reached, particularly at the cam- 
pus level. 

New and expanded facilities 

Long-range enrollment and facilities planning is 
now underway that may increase opportunities for 
transfer students if their needs are taken into ac- 
count when the curriculum for new centers and 
campuses is being designed. The Commission does 
not at this time obtain student data for the major 
centers administered by State University campuses 
- for example, in San Diego and Contra Costa coun- 
ties - but as some of these facilities expand and be- 
come campuses, the Commission will attempt to as- 
sess their impact on the flow of California Commu- 
nity College transfer students - whether it increases, 
diverts students from existing campuses, or has no 
effect at all. 



The future? 

Most signs now point to a strengthened transfer 
function for the California Community Colleges and 
a smoother transition for their students from lower- 
to upper-division work. All segments are commit- 
ted to making transfer work better than in the re- 
cent past, and special funding by the State has rein- 
forced this commitment. 

California's articulation has been characterized as 
chaos by other states that have studied it, but that 
chaos has yielded hundreds of thousands of bacca- 
laureate degrees earned by students who began 
their studies in a California Community College 
during the several decades since the Master Plan of 
1960. The challenge now is to refine and clarify 
transfer and articulation policies and practices to 
facilitate student flow, while preservi.ig those as- 
pects of the chaotic past that make it possible for a 
very diverse group of students to take advantage of 
diverse options for obtaining a degree that are of- 
fered by California's colleges and universities. 
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The Ethnic Dimension of Transfer 



HighUghts 

• Among the various ethnic groups, H ispanic trans- 
fer students have made the greatest progress in 
terms of increased numbers during the 1980s. 

The university showed an 85 percent increase 
during the eight-year period that ended in 1988, 
to a total of 643, and the State University had an 
increase of 41 percent, to a total of 3,019. 

Campuses of the University with the largest pro- 
portions of Hispanic students are Irvine, Los An- 
geles, and Riverside and - of the State Universi- 
ty - Dominguez Hills, Fresno, and Los Angeles. 

• While more Black students transferred in 1988 
than in 1987, the increase was very small and no 
trend should be inferred, since the number for 
each segment is smaller than in some past years. 
The decrease in number of Black studen^^s who 
enrolled in the California Community Colleges 
in the early and mid-1980s is apparently result- 
ing in fewer transfer students in the late 1980s, 
although numbers have nol been stable in any 
segment during this period. 

• The enrollment of Asian transfer students con- 
tinued to increase through 1988 in the Universi- 
ty but dropped by about 2 percent in the State 
University in the most recent year. 

University enrollment of Asian transfer students 
increased by more than two-thirds during the 
1980s while the State University increased by 
less than 20 percent. 

The largest proportions of Asian transfer stu- 
dents are enrolled on the Berkeley, Davis, and 
Los Angeles campuses of the University, and the 
Los Angeles, Pomona, and San Francisco cam- 
puses of the State University. 

• University and State University campuses differ 
widely in the overall proportion of non-white stu- 
dents they enrolled in 1988. 

Among the eight general campuses of the Uni- 
versity, the proportion ranged from 16 percent at 



Santa Cruz to about 40 percent at Los Angeles. 

Diversity among the 19 State University cam- 
puses was larger than in the University, with the 
proportion of non-white transfer students rang- 
ing from about 10 percent at Chico to more than 
70 percent at Los Angeles. 

While the enrollment of non-white transfer stu- 
dents is increasing generally in the public seg- 
ments, some campuses in each still fall much be- 
low the systemwide proportions. 



Overview of the analysis 

All information about the ethnicity of transfer stu- 
dents has been brought together in this section of 
the report and analyzed by ethnic group, as in Dis- 
play 2 on page 12. This approach makes it easier to 
examine the general trends and changes for each 
group, as well as those that are specific to each seg- 
ment. 

The analysis begins with Black students and then 
moves to Hispanic students - both being underrep- 
resented groups - before continuing with Asian stu- 
dents and, finally, Filipino students. No analysis is 
made for American Indian students because of un- 
reliable data. 

Near the end of the section, the analysis turns to 
ethnic diversity on the various campuses - the Cau- 
casian/non-Caucasian mix, and the varying degrees 
of diversification across campuses of the University 
and the State University. 



Black students 

Somewhat more than 70 percent of the Black stu- 
dents who go to college in California after graduat- 
ing from a public high school enroll in California 
Community Colleges. Thus achievement of a bacca- 
laureate degree by Black youth is highly dependent 
on California Community Colleges' performance in 
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DISPLAY 2 Ethnic Distribution of Community College Transfer Students, University of 

California and the California State University Combined, Fall 1979 Through Fall 1988 







Asian/ 














Non- 










Pacific 




American 




Sub- 




Resident 


No 




Year 


Hispanic 


Islander 


Black 


Filipino 


Indian 


White 


Total 


Other 


Alien Response 


Total 


1982* 


2,856 


2,828 


1,769 


439 


403 


23,437 


31,732 


659 


707 


1,862 


34,%1 


1983* 


3,078 


3,127 


1,995 


448 


300 


23,217 


32,165 


726 


640 


2,050 


35,581 


1984 


3,156 


3,234 


1,930 


518 


335 


23,359 


32,532 


663 


659 


1,537 


35391 


1985 


3,211 


3,267 


1,728 


600 


418 


22,537 


31,761 


721 


714 


1,418 


34,614 


1986 


3,129 


3,243 


1,571 


632 


372 


20,866 


29,813 


647 


800 


1362 


32,622 


1987 


3,400 


3,430 


1,658 


682 


385 


21,256 


30,811 


631 


841 


1,441 


33,724 


1988 


3,662 


3,407 


1,747 


732 


372 


21,988 


31,908 


654 


892 


1,873 


35327 



Source: California Poitsecoadaxy Education Commisuon. 



DISPLAY 3 Ethnic Distribution of Community College Transfer Students to the 

_ University of CaUfomia and the Califomia State University, FaU 1979 Through Fall 1988 



Asian/ Non- 







Pacific 






American 




Sub- 




Resident 


No 




Segment Year 


Hispanic 


Islander 


Black 


Filipino 


Indian 


White 


Total 


Other 


Alien Response 


Total 


UC 1982 


389 


519 


176 


60 


32 


3,482 


4,658 


112 


184 


183 


5,137 


1983 


434 


586 


205 


47 


43 


3,569 


4,884 


96 


150 


177 


5307 


1984 


461 


585 


161 


72 


41 


3,483 


4,803 


113 


197 


144 


5,257 


1985 


493 


574 


151 


75 


41 


3,209 


4,543 


90 


179 


120 


4,932 


1986 


431 


592 


168 


86 


40 


3,007 


4324 


100 


221 


216 


4,861 


1987 


525 


709 


183 


115 


51 


3,467 


5,050 


53 


217 


147 


5,467 


1988 


643 


742 


187 


96 


84 


3,728 


5,480 


52 


227 


175 


5,934 


CSU 1982* 


2,467 


2309 


1,593 


379 


371 


19,955 


27,074 


547 


524 


1,679 


29,824 


1983* 


2,644 


2,541 


1,790 


401 


257 


19,648 


27,281 


630 


490 


1,8/3 


30,274 


1984 


2,695 


2,649 


1,769 


446 


294 


19,876 


27,729 


550 


462 


1393 


30,134 


1985 


2,718 


2,693 


1,577 


525 


377 


19328 


27,218 


631 


535 


1,298 


29,682 


1986 


2,698 


2,651 


1,403 


546 


332 


17,859 


25,489 


547 


579 


1,146 


27,761 


1987 


2,875 


2,721 


1,475 


567 


334 


17,789 


25,761 


578 


624 


1,294 


28,257 


1988 


3,019 


2,665 


1,560 


636 


288 


18,260 


26,428 


602 


665 


1,698 


29,393 



Caution needs to be exercised in using this dau t>ecause of the low rate of response by studente on the State Univcreity campuses 
with very large enrollments by Black students. 
Source: Califomia Postsecondary Education Commission. 



motivating and preparing them for transfer, espe- 
cially in light of their low rate of eligibility for ad- 
mission to the University and the State University 
as freshmen. Analysis over time (Display 4) shows 
that the numbers who transfer remain small and 
show little improvement - in fact, much smaller 



than the number enrolling in the universities as 
fresh nen. 

Combining numbers of transfer students for the two 
university systems leads to the finding that the 
largest number of Black students (1,995) appear to 



DISPLAY 4 Number of Black Transfer Students Enrolled in California Four-Year Colleges 
and Universities, Fall 1982 Through Fall 1988 




have transferred in the Fall 1983 term, wh' n they 
comprised 6.2 percent of the ethnic distribution of 
transfer students. Numbers and representation 
then declined to a low of 1,571 or 5.3 percent in 
1986, after which there have been two small succes- 
sive increases, to 1,747 or 5.5 percent in 1988. In 
1983, California Community College enrollments of 
recent high school graduates dropped substantially, 
particularly for Black students, and although this 
was a peak year for Black transfer students, the low 
California Community College enrollment that 
year is reflected in a small number of transfer stu- 
dents three years later. 

The University of California 

During the 10-year period that began in 1979, the 
University enrolled the largest number of Black 
transfer students in 1983 (205) and the smallest 
number two years later (151). By 1988, the number 
had increased to 187 - still below the peak of 205. 
While the University overall now enrolls about 17 
percent of the combined total for the two segments, 
it enrolls less than 11 percent of the Black transfer 



students - the remaining 89 percent going to the 
State University. 

A comparison of University campuses shows that 
Los Angeles, Berkeley, and Davis enrolled the larg- 
est numbers of Black transfer students in Fall 1988 
(43, 41, and 38, respectively), and Riverside, San 
Diego, and Santa Cruz the smallest (8, 9, and 9, re- 
spectively). Black students comprised only 1.8 per- 
cent of the new transfer enrollment on the Santa 
Barbara campus, or 16 new students in Fall 1988. 

The questions are thus ( 1 ) how to increase the num- 
ber of qualified Black transfer students who enroll 
to complete a baccalaureate degree, and (2) whether 
the success of Black students on campuses where 
they are such a very small minority group is as high 
as on other campuses, in terms of porsis*^*^ -^^i *:o the 
degree. 

The ratio of Black University transfer students to 
Black California Community College freshrnen who 
are recent high school graduates is higher than the 
ratio for similar groups of Hispanic students, but 
both are much below the ratios for other groups. 
Poor data from some California Co^imunity Col- 
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leges make it inadvisable to use such ratios as a 
standard, but they are indicative of a pool of stu- 
dents from which potential transfer students might 
be recruited for appropriate academic preparation. 
The gender gap has now narrowed for Black stu- 
dents among both California Community College 
freshmen and University transfer students, with 
women now a smaller mcyority than in the past, but 
this narrowing appears to reflect a plateau in the 
enrollment of transfer students who are Black wom- 
en. 

The California State University 

The State University - like the University -- en- 
rolled the largest number and proportion of Black 
transfer students from California Community Col- 
leges in Fall 1983 (1,790 students or 6.6 percent of 
the transfer students whose ethnicity was reported). 
The smallest number ano proportion enrolled three 
years later - in Fall 1986 - when the number was 
only 1,403 or 5.5 percent of the new transfer stu- 
dertts. This low point also reflects the decreased en- 
rollment of new California Community College 
freshmen in Fall 1983, with the decrease occurring 
one year later than that observed for University 
transfer students because of the greater likelihood 
that the State University group enrolled part time 
before transfer. The Iaf;t two years have produced 
increases - to 5.9 percent in Fall 1988, or 1,560 new 
students, but this most recent enrollment is still 
less than in 1983. Tha total number was also less in 
1988 than in 1983 - by 881 new students - but the 
percentage decrease was greater for Black students 
than for other groups. 

Differences among the 19 State University cam- 
puses in numbers and percentages of transfer stu- 
dents who are Black are larger than those for the 
eight University campuses. Dominguez Hills - 
where nearly one-third of the new transfer students 
in 1988 were Black - enrolled more such students 
than the combined total for the University. Other 
State University campuses that enrolled more than 
lOO are, in descending order, San Francisco (169), 
Los Angeles (138). Sacramento (121). Northridge 
(118). Hay ward (107). San Jose (107). and Long 
Beach (106). Excluding Dominguez Hills, the range 
in proportions for this group was from 4.3 percent 
for Long Beach to 15.6 for Los Angeles. It is inter* 
esting to note that none of the campuses with the 



largest total transfer student enrollments reached 
the system wide percentage for Black students (5.9), 
and the concentration of Black students is on cam- 
puses with somewhat smaller total numbers of 
transfer students. 

Only the Humboldt campus enrolled fewer than 10 
new Black transfer students in Fall 1988 - 1.2 per- 
cent of such students whose ethnicity was reported 
- but five other campuses enrolled fewer than 30. 
They are, in ascending order. Bakersfield (20 or 4.9 
percent), San Luis Obispo (20, or 2.0 percent), Stan- 
islaus (22. or 3.9 percent), Chico (29, or 1 .8 percent)., 
and Sonoma (20, or 4.3 percent). These campuses 
with few Black transfer students are diverse in re- 
gard to size, l<M:ation, and overall ethnic composi- 
tion. If Black transfer enrollments were spread 
evenly among the 19 campuses, each would have 
enrolled about 82 Black transfer students. Nine en- 
rolled more, nine enrolled fewer, and one enrolled 
about the **average" number; but the wide range 
from seven to 219 - and with only two campuses at 
all close to the "average" - dispels any implication 
of an even distribution among the campuses. 

Among California Community College students, 
Black women are more likely than Black men to 
transfer to the State University, although there are 
differences among campuses that are not easily ex- 
plained. While the Dominguez Hills campus has a 
ratio of two Black women to one Black man among 
the new transfer students, numbers of men and 
women are more nearly the same on the Long 
Beach. Los Angeles, and Pomona campuses, and a 
ratio of about three women to two men on the Nor- 
thridge campus - all in the Los Angeles area. In 
any case, the systemwide ratio of women to men for 
all California Community College transfer students 
shows a smaller sex difference than that for Black 
students, where the ratio was 5.6 women to 4.4 men. 

Independent colleges and universities 

Historical data is not available on the ethnicity of 
transfer students to California's independent col- 
leges and universities However. 40 institutions 
submitted what appears to be reliable information 
for Fall 1988 - among the 47 that submitted trans- 
fer data. They reported enrolling a total of 167 
Black transfer students from California Communi- 
ty Colleges - 86 men and 81 women, or 6.0 percent 
of the total for whom they reported ethnicity. If all 
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institutions had furnished ethnic data, their total 
would surely have been higher than the 187 report- 
ed by the University for the same term. 

The University of Southern California reported en- 
rolling the largest number of Black transfer stu- 
dents from California Community College - 35 in 
Fall 1988, or 18 men and 17 women. Golden Gate 
University and Azusa Pacific College also reported 
more than 10, with the remaining institutions re- 
porting from 0 to 8. Thus the independent institu- 
tions are contributing to its goal of access for trans- 
fer students from underrepresented groups - in this 
case, Black men and women. 



Hispanic students 

Among the recent Hispanic graduates of Califor- 
nia's public high schools, about 75 percent of the 
men and 72 percent of the women who enroll in pub- 
lic colleges and universities do so in California 
Community Colleges. High school dropouts ~ many 
of them Hispanic ~ may also enroll in these colleges 
and, if at least 18 years of age, prepare to transfer to 



earn a baccalaureate degree. Thus the transfer func- 
tion is at least as important for Hispanic as for 
Black students if educational equity goals are to be 
achieved at the baccalaureate level. 

The trend for Hispanic transfer students is more 
positive than for Black students, although progress 
is slow (Display 5, below). The 1980s produced a 
28.2 percent increase in enrollment (to 3,662 such 
students in Fall 1988 at the University and State 
University combined), and an increase in represen- 
tation in the total transfer group - from 9.0 in 1982 
to 11.5 in 1988. The only decrease in numbers dur- 
ing this period was in 1986 - again the probable re- 
sult of a decline in California Community College 
enrollments a few years earlier - but, unlike the 
Black group, the percentage of Hispanic students 
continued to increase in the ethnic distribution in 
1986 even as their number decreased slightly. 

Although eligibility for admission to both the Uni- 
versity and the State University as freshmen de- 
creased between 1983 and 1986 for Hispanic high 
school graduates, the numbers who enrolled and 
their participation rates all increased during this 
period. Two factors may explain this apparent dis- 
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crepancy between decreased eligibility and in> 
creased enrollment: (1) the participation rates re- 
mained well below the eligibility rates, and (2) some 
ineligible students were admitted as **special ac- 
tion** or '^exceptions'* to the criteria for regular ad- 
mission. These increases in freshman enrollment in 
the university segments at a time when the num- 
bers of students who transfer to them are also in- 
creasing lend support to the inference that some 
small progress is being made toward educational 
equity. 

Inclusion of independent institutions increases the 
total for Hispanic students by 320 to 3,982 for Fall 
1988 - still a very small number, given the more 
than 12»000 young freshmen enrolled in the Califor- 
nia Community Colleges, but with an encouraging 
percentage increase in the 1980s. 

The University of California 

Numbers of Hispanic transfer students enrolling in 
the University have been increasing quite steadily 
since the early 1980s, with a drop in 1986 but a re- 
covery in 1987 and 1988 that surpassed all previous 
years, for an overall 85 percent increase during the 
eight-year period. Representation of Hispanic stu- 
dents in the transfer distribution increased from 7.4 
to 11.7 during this same period. The University's 
share of these students - relative to those enrolling 
in the State University - increased from 13.8 to 
17.6 percent, while the University's share of all Cal- 
ifornia Community College transfer students in- 
creased from 13.9 to 16.8. What this means is that 
the University is increasing over time its share of 
Hispanic students somewhat more than its share of 
all transfer students. The University also compares 
favorably with independent institutions in regard 
to Hispanic transfer students, with a Fall 1988 en- 
rollment of several hundred more than were report- 
ed by the independents. 

The largest numbers of new Hispanic transfer stu- 
dents in 1988 were enrolled on the campuses in Los 
Angeles (157), Santa Barbara (99), Davis (95), and 
Berkeley (90), and the smallest at Santa Cruz (32), 
and Riverside (40). These Hispanic students also 
compris^ed its largest ethnic minority group on the 
Santa Barbara, Riverside, Santa Cruz, and Irvine 
campuses, with Asian students the largest such 
group on the remaining four campuses. 



Because of the diverse number of transfer students 
enrolling on the various University campuses, the 
percentage representation of Hispanic students is 
not highly correlated with their numbers. Thus, 
Riverside enrolled relatively few Hispanic students, 
but they comprised 15.9 percent of all those whose 
ethnicity was reported. Percentages were aLo high 
for the Irvine and Los Angeles campuses (14.9 and 
14.3, respectively), although the latter campus en- 
rolled about twice as many as the former. The per- 
centage was lowest for the SanU Cruz campus (7.9 
percent), which also enrolled the smallest number 
of Hispanic students. 

It is somev*hat surprising to find more women than 
men in the Hispanic transfer group - both system- 
wide, where the percentages are 53.0 and 47.0, re- 
spectively, and on most campuses with the mfijor 
exception of Santa Barbara, where there were 51 
men and 48 women in Fall 1988. Recent increases 
in Hispanic transfer enrollment in the University 
appear to have resulted more from increases for 
California Community College men than for wom- 
en. 

Tfie California State University 

Numbers of Hispanic transfer students have been 
increasing in the State University since the early 
1980s, together with the proportion they represent 
in the ethnic distribution of transfer students whose 
ethnicity was reported. Numbers increased 40.6 
percent between 1981 and 1988 - from 2,147 to 
3,019. The number decreased in 1986 but the pro- 
portion continued to increase, with an overall gain 
from 8.4 percent of all students of known ethnicity 
in 1981 to 11.4 percent in 1988. Thus while num- 
bers are much larger than those found for the Uni- 
versity, trends are very similar, and the proportion 
that Hispanic students represent in the transfer 
student distribution for 1988 is nearly the same for 
both segments. 

The number of Hispanic transfer students on a par- 
ticular campus ranged from 30 at Humboldt to 284 
at Long Beach. Other campuses with small num- 
bers were Sonoma (51), Bakersfield and Stanislaus 
(57 each), and Chico (77), while others with the 
largest numbers were San Diego (279), Los Angeles 
(278), and Fullerton (264) - all in Southern Califor- 
nia. 
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At the Los Angeles campus^ Hispanic students com- 
prised ^1.4 percent of the new transfer students and 
at Fresno, with 236 such students, 16.8 percent. 
Both BakersHeld and Dominguez Hills had high 
concentrations of Hispanic students (14.0 and 14.9» 
respectively) but enrolled fewer than 100 each. 
Th^y were among the seven State University cam- 
puses that enrolled fewer than 100 new Hispanic 
transfer students in 1988. Thus there is still con- 
cern about the extert to which Hispanic transfer 
students are ^ble to adapt on campuses where there 
are so few» particularly when they come from Cali- 
fornia Community Colleges with large Hispanic en- 
rollments. 

Hispanic women transfer to the State University in 
largrir numbers than Hispanic men although the 
difference is less than for the University (51.5 and 
48.5 for the State University and 47.0 and 53.0 for 
the University). More Hispanic women than men 
transferred to most State University campuses, the 
major exceptions being the polytechnic campuses at 
Pomona and San Luis Obispo. 

Independent colleges and universities 

Hispanic students comprised 11.6 percent of the 
transfer students whose ethnicity was reported this 
year. The 40 institutions that reported such data 
enrolled a total of 320 - about half the number en- 
rolled by the University and about 10 percent of the 
number enrolled by the State University. However, 
tht 320 students underestimate the total, since sev- 
en institutions - including National University - 
were unable to report the ethnicity of their new stu- 
dents. Approximately equal numbers of men and 
women were reported. 

The University of Southern California . ^rolled 
about one-fifth of the Hispanic students in this 
group of independent institutions, followed by the 
University of the Pacific (30), Loyola Mirymcant 
(27), Woodbury (22), and Azusa PaciAi. (20). Six 
others enrolled between 9 and 19 new Hispanic stu- 
dents and the remainder enrolled fewer than 9 or 
none at all in Fall 1988. 

The growing Hispanic population in California and 
the increasing number graduating frori its high 
schools and enrolling in California Community Col- 
leges makes this group'3 problem of postsecondary 
educational attainment somewhat more serious 



than that of the Black population. A steady im- 
provement has been noted in the numbers of His- 
panic students who transfer to the University and 
the State University, but their long-time underrep- 
presentat^.on in the transfer group is continuing and 
perhaps increasing in relation to their enrollment 
in secondary education, nany of whom drop out be- 
fore graduation. Doing so does not exclude them 
from enrolling in a California Community College 
but reduces the likelihood of their completing a 
transfer program. 



Asian students 

Asian students differ from undergraduate Black, 
Hispanic, and Caucasian students in that they have 
a high rate of eligibility foi admission as freshmen 
to the University and the State University and a 
high rate of enrollment as freshmen. Fewer than 
half of those going to college enroll in California 
Community Colleges, but a large percentage appear 
to transfer to complete a baccalaureate degree pro- 
gram. 

When numbers are combined for the University and 
the State University, Asian transfer students show 
an increase of 21.3 percent between 1982 and 19G7, 
to a high of 3,430, with a small decrease of less than 
1 percent or 23 students in 1988 (Display 6, page 

Asian students who transfer to the University now 
com;; ise about 21.8 percent of the combined group, 
while State University transfer students comprise 
the remaining 78,2 percent. The University's pro- 
portion has increased about 3.4 percentage points 
during the 1980s. 

The proportion of students in the combined distribu- 
tion who are Asian has increased during the 1980s 
- from 8.9 percent in 1982 to a high of 11.1 in 1987 
and then decreased to 10.7 in 1988. The in ^rease in 
proportion was more steady than the increase in 
numbers during the 1980s because of variations in 
the total number of transfer students from year to 
year and in the percentage whose ethnicity was re- 
ported. 

The 279 students who transferred to independent 
institutions in 1988 should be added to the tota^ for 
the public institutions for a combined tota' of 3,686. 
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DISPLAY 6 Number of Asian Transfer Students Enrolled in California Four-Year Colleges 
and Universities, Fall 1982 Through Fall 1988 
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The University of California 

Asian students transferring to the University in- 
creased more than 60 percent between 1980 ana 
1988 from 461 to 742. They comprised 9.6 percent 
of the distribution of students of known ethnicity in 
1980 and 14.0 in 1987 with a decrease to 13.5 in 
1988, although the number of Asian students in- 
creased that year. 

The Berkeley and Los Angeles campuses enrolled 
the largest numbers and proportions of new Asian 
transfer students in 1988 - Berkeley witii 183 or 
18.8 percent of those whose ethnicity w^s reported, 
and Los Angeles with 197 or 17.9 percent. Asians 
were the largest ethnic '^minority" group on these 
campuses, together with the Davis campus with 145 
such students or 16.0 percent and the San Diego 
campus with only 57 such students who comprised 
14.7 percent of the distribution. 

The Santa Cruz campus had the lowest enrollment 
0 new Asian transfer students - 10 or 2.5 percent of 
the distribution. Riverside - with the smallest over- 
all enrollment of new transfer students - reported 



only 17 Asian students among them, who were 6.8 
percent of the ethnic distribution. Finally, the San- 
ta Barbara campus also enrolled comparatively few 
(53) new Asian transfer students, who comprised 
6.0 percent of the ethnic distribution in 1988. Thus 
Asian transfer students might be regarded as "un- 
derrepresented" on three University camnuses be- 
cause of the small proportion they represent in the 
ethnic distribution. 

University-wide, there are more men than women 
among the Asian transfer students, with men com- 
prising 54.0 and women 46.0 percent of the group. 

Asian students are in fact the only ethnic group 
with more men than women among the University 
transfers. However, the Irvine and Riverside cam- 
puses enrolled more women than men among the 
Asian students and approximately equal numbers 
enrolled on the Los Angeles and Santa Barbara 
campuses. At Berkeley, on the other hand, men 
comprised almost 60 percent of the Asian students. 

These students thus differ from other ethnic groups 
in terms ofboth men being in the majority system- 
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wide and the degrees to which they are spread 
among the eight University campuses. 

The California State University 

The number of Asian students who transfer to the 
State University increased 17.8 percent between 
1982 and 1987, to 2,721, but decreased most recent- 
ly by about 2 percent or 56 students at a time when 
the number who transferred to the University con- 
tinued to increase. In 1982, they comprised 8.5 per- 
cent of the ethnic distribution, after which they in- 
creased to 10.6 in 1987 but dropped to 10.1 in 1988. 
While their numbers are many times larger than 
those enrolling as transfer students in the Universi- 
ty, their proportion in the State University ethnic 
distribution has been and continues to be consider- 
ably smaller than in the University's. 

Five State University campuses - Fullerton, Long 
Beach, Pomona, San Francisco, and San Jose - ac- 
count for almost 60 percent of the Asian transfer 
students. Each of the five enrolled more than 200 
Asian transfer students - San Francisco having 
more than 400 - and five more enrolled more than 
100 each. Asian students at the Pomona and San 
Francisco campuses comprised more than 20 per- 
cent of each ethnic distribution, all of which indi- 
cates that Asian students tend to be concentrated on 
a relatively small number of campuses. 

This observation is supported by the finding that 
the Bakersfield and Sonoma campuses each en- 
rolled fewer than 10 new Asian transfer students In 
1988 and that four more campuses - Chico, Hum- 
boldt, San Bernardino, and Stanislaus - each en- 
rolled fewer than 25. These low numbers also re- 
flect small proportions of such students in the eth- 
nic distributions - for example, 0.9 percent at Sono- 
ma. Thus like the University, the campuses in the 
State University system show wide diversity in the 
size and proportion of enrollments that are Asian. 

Also resembling the University, the State Universi- 
ty enrolled more Asian men than women. Among 
Asian transfer students systemwide, the propor- 
tions were 55.6 percent men and 44.4 percent wom- 
en, but these proportions were not true for all cam- 
puses. Among those with the largest enrollments of 
Asian students, approximately equal numbers of 
men and women transferred to the San Francisco 
campus and fewer men than women enrolled at the 



Hayward and Los Angeles campuses. Among those 
with a larger proportion of men, the Long Beach 
and Pomona campuses had the largest - 62.1 and 
67.3 percent, respectively. These campus differ- 
ences may reflect different curricular emphases 
that are attractive to one sex or the other - techni- 
cal and scientific for men, and teacher education for 
women. 

Independent coUeges and universities 

Almost 10 percent of the transfer students whose 
ethnicity was reported by independent colleges and 
universities were Asian. The number was 279 - 
54.2 percent of whom were men and 45.8 percent 
were women. Most institutions reported fewer than 
10 Asian transfer students, but Golden Gate Uni- 
versity, Loyola Mary mount University, Northrop 
University, University of San Francisco, University 
of the Pacific, and Woodbury University all report- 
ed between 10 and 25 such students, and the Uni- 
versity of Southern California, 89. 

Although no information is available about stu- 
dents' choices of mayors, it appears that many are 
attracted by the availability of engineering, com 
puter science, and business/management programs. 



Filipino students 

As an ethnic group, Filipino students tend to resem- 
ble the Asian group generally but are much smaller 
in number. Filipino students comprised only 2.3 
percent of the ethnic distribution in Fall 1988 (732 
new transfer students), but their number has been 
increasing steadily and they showed a gain of 66.7 
percent between 1982 and 1988. Independent insti- 
tutions reported only 15 Filipino students, but this 
LS an underestimate of the total since some do not 
report them separately from other Asian students. 

While the total number for the two public segments 
has increased steadily during the 1980s (Display V, 
page 20), the proportions enrolled in the two seg- 
ments have changed from year to year. Most re- 
cently the University enrolled 13. 1 percent, com- 
pared to the State University's 86.9 percent, but In 
1987 the division was 16.9 to 83.1 - the highest for 
the University during the 1980s. 
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DISPLAY 7 Number of Filipino Transfer Students Enrolled in California Four -Year Colleges 
and Universities, Fall 1982 Through Fall 1988 
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The University of California 

The number of new Filipino transfer students has 
varied from year to year in the 1980s - from a low of 
47 in 1983 to a high of US in 1987 and 96 in 1988. 
Since 60 such students enrolled in both 1979 and 
1982, one can infer only a very general increase in 
this segment. Their representation in the Universi- 
ty's ethnic distribution has ranged from 1.0 in 1983 
to 2.3 in 1987, with a drop to 1.8 in 1988. In Fall 
1988, the Berkeley and Los Angeles campuses en- 
rolled 22 and 20, respectively, and the Irvine, River- 
side, and Santa Cruz campuses each enrolled fewer 
than 10. The 15 students on the San Diego campus 
represented the larg it proportion on any Universi- 
ty campus in 1988 - 3.9 percent of the students 
whose ethnicity was reported - while Riverside, 
where only one new Filipino student transferred, 
enrolled the smallest proportion (0.4 percent). 

Unlike other Asian students, women were a major- 
ity of the Filipino transfer students, with 50 women 
and 46 men enrolling in the most recent reporting 
period. Campus differences in this ratio do not mer- 
it analysis because of the very small numbers on 
most campuses. 



The California State University 

Increases in Filipino enrollment in the State Uni- 
versity have been steady during the 19803, in con- 
trast to those in the University. The number v/as 
379 in 1982 and increased to 636 ia 1988 - an in- 
crease of 67.8 percent. The proportion of Filipino 
transfer students in tJie ethnic distribution has also 
been increasing at a steady pace -- from 1.4 percent 
in 1982 to 2.4 percent in 1988. 

The largest numbers of new Filipino students in 
1988 were enrolled at the San Francisco and San 
Diego campuses (89 and 86, respectively), and Long 
Beach, Sacramento, and San Jose each had at least 
50. Five campuses enrolled fewer than 10 such stu- 
dents - Bakersfield, Humboldt. San Bernardino, 
Sonoma, and Stanislaus - and the remaining nine 
enrolled between 10 and 50. 

The Filipino group transferring to the State Univer- 
sity included more men than women - 52.8 percent 
compared to 47.2 percent. The San Francisco cam- 
pus was the exception to this systemwide ratio. 



30 



Independent colleges and universities 

As was noted earlier, many independent institu- 
tions included Filipino students in their Asian 
counts. Azusa Pacific University and the Universi- 
ty of the Pacific accounted for most of the group of 
15. 



American Indian students 

Little analysis of data is useful for American Indian 
transfer students because of its unreliability. Self- 
reporting of ethnicity by students and ambiguous 
ethnic categories result in some students identify- 
ing themselves as "^Native American** when they 
are Caucasian. The judgment of unreliability is 
based on the "^finding^ that 81 percent of the public 
high school graduates who are reportedly American 
Indian or Native American attend college in Cali- 
fornia a percentage higher by far than for any oth- 
er ethnic group - and they enroll in the University 
and the State University at a higher rate than any 
ethnic group except Asian and Filipino graduates. 

Among transfer students, there also appears to be a 
problem with this self-identification, as evidenced 
by the fluctuating numbers from year to year. For 
the University, for example, the reported numbers 
between 1979 and 1983 were 32, 55, 41, 32, and 43, 
while the numbers reported for the last three years 
were 40, 51, and 84, with the largest number on the 
Berkeley campus in 1988. 

The situation in regard to the State University is 
even less credible, with 1,417 self-reported Amrri- 
can Indian transfer students in 1982 - a year when 
there was a low rate of response on ethnicity - after 
which the system reported 371, 257, and 294 for the 
next three years and 334 and 288 for the last two 
years. The largest number (36) was reported for the 
Sacramento campus, followed by 30 for Fuilerton, 
and 22 each for the Chico, Fresno, Long Beach, and 
Northridge campuses- in approximately equal num- 
bers of men and women. 

Independent institutions reported enrolling 23 
American Indian transfer students, 14 of whom 
were men and nine were women. 



Ethnic diversity by campus 

Still another useful way to look at the transfer 
group from the California Community Colleges is a 
campus-by-campus analysis on each segment across 
ethnic groups. This analysis is offered in lieu of dis- 
cussing the changing numbers and proportions of 
white students. No distinction will be made be- 
tween '^minority" and '*underrepresented'* groups 
because Asian and Filipino students are a minority 
in terms of numbers but are not underrepresented 
in California higher education. 

The University of California 

In 1 988, 32.0 percent of the University's new trans- 
fer students were non-white, and 68.0 percent were 
Caucasian. Across the eight general campuses, the 
percentage who were non-white ranged from 16.0 
for Santa Cruz to 39.2 for Los /.ngeles. The second 
smallest proportion of non-whitj students was at 
the Santa Barbara campus (22.1), followed by Riv- 
er<aide (27.9), Davis (33.8), Irvine (34.5), San Diego 
(35.5), and Berkeley (36.0). Stated another way, the 
range in proportion of students who are Caucasian 
is from 60.8 for Los Angeles to 84.0 for Santa Cruz. 

The composition of the non-white group varies 
across University campuses (Display 8, page 22). 
The Los Angeles campus, with the largest number 
of new transfer students in 1988, is also the most 
ethnically diverse, in that the proportion from each 
non-white group is at or above the systemwide pro- 
portion. At Berkeley and Davis, on the other hand, 
the proportion of Hispanic students is below the sys- 
temwide proportion but those for Asian, Black, and 
Filipino students are above. The Irvine campus is 
an interesting contrast, since Hispanic students are 
its largest minority group and its Filipino students 
are below the systemwide proportion. Hispanic stu- 
dents are also the largest minority group on the 
Riverside, Santa Barbara, and Santa Cruz cam- 
puses, but they exceed the systemwide proportion 
only at Riverside. 

At Santa Barbara and Santa Cruz - the campuses 
with the two largest proportions of Caucasian stu- 
dents - no minority group is as high as the system- 
wide proportion, although Hispanic students ap- 
proach it at the former. Finally, among the three 
campuses with the smallest total number of trans- 
fer students - Riverside, San Diego, and Santa Cruz 
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DISPLAY 8 Number of University of California Transfer Students by Ethnicity, Fall 1988 
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- San Diego is the most diverse ethnically, with 
some representation of Asian, Hispanic, and Filipi- 
no students. 

The California State University 

Campuses in the State University system are more 
diverse than those in the University in terms of the 
size and nature of their non-white transfer student 
populations. Proportions of new non-white transfer 
students in 1988 ranged around the systemwide 
30.P jercent from 10.2 percent on the Chico campus 
to "i2.3 percent on the Los Angeles campus. Non- 
white transfer students were also a majority on the 
Dominguez Hills campus (58.6 percent) and much 
above the systemwide proportion (30.9) on the San 
Francisco (45 0) and Pomona (43.0) campuses. 

Four other campuses with very low proportions of 
non-white students are Humboldt (10 6), Sonoma 
(14.8), Stanislaus (20.9), and San Luis Obispo (22.1 
percent). 

Analysis of the composition of the non-white stu- 
dent population on each State University campus 
would become repetitious, but Display 9 on page 23 
shows this composition and a few examples serve to 
illustrate the diversity among the 19 campuses. Los 



Angeles is the most diverse, with the proportions for 
Hispanic, Black, Asian, and Filipino students all 
above the systemwide statistics and with Hispanic 
students the largest non-white group. The Domin- 
guez Hills campus also draws well from all non- 
white groups, but Black students constitute the 
largest sub-group and Asian students are below the 
systemwide statistics. The rank of the San Fran- 
cisco campus among those with a sizable non-white 
population is due largely to its enrollment of Asian, 
Filipino, and Black transfer students, with a rela- 
tively small proportion of Hispanic students. Final- 
ly, the Pomona campus is an interesting contrast 
with its sister campus in San Luis Obispo in that 
the former enrolls a large proportion of Asian stu- 
dents and the latter a small proportion. Unlike San 
Luis Obispo, the Pomona campus also enrolls pro- 
portions of Hispanic and FiLpino students that are 
larger than the statewide statistics 

It is somewhat surprising to find the Bakersfield 
campus with a smaller proportion of Hispanic stu- 
dents than campuses in Fresno and southern Cali- 
fornia - Dominguez Hills, Fullerton, and Los Ange- 
les - but it is possible that the campus is enrolling 
more Hispanic students as freshmen, and that those 
who enroll in California Community Colleges in the 
region are not continuing their education. 



32 



DISPLAY 9 Number of California State University Transfer Students by Ethnicity, Fall 1988 
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HighUghts 

9 Both the University of California and the Cali- 
fornia State University increased the number of 
California Community College transfer students 
they enrolled in the Fall 1988 term over the pre- 
vious year. This was the second successive in- 
crease, after a low point in Fall 1986 

The University experienced the larger of the two 
increases - more than 20 percent - between 1986 
and 1988, to a total of 5,934, compared with 6 
percent for the State University, to a total of 
29,393. 

Recent increases for the University are due in 
part to (1) new and improved transfer agree- 
ments between particular University campuses 
and California Community Colleges in their re- 
gion and (2) the requirement on impacted cam- 
puses that California Community College stu- 
dents complete their lower-division work before 
applying for admission with advanced standing 
to the University. 

• Wh*le both segments showed systemwide in- 
creases in their numbers of new transfer stu- 
dents, campuses differed within each segment in 
their gains and losses. The San Diego area is of 
particular concern because of decreased numbers 
of new students on both the University and the 
State University campuses. 

Within the University, five campuses showed in- 
creases; two (Irvine and San Diego) showed de- 
creases; and one (Berkeley) enrolled about the 
same number as in 1987, when a major increase 
occurred. 

Within the State University, 1 1 campuses showed 
increases; four (Long Beach, Los Angeles, Pomo- 
na, and San Diego) showed decreases; and four 
others showed little or no change. The most sig- 
nificant increases occurred at Northridge, Sacra- 
mento, and San Jose, while San Francisco re- 
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gained the enrollment it lost a year earlier - in 
all likelihood to the Berkeley campus, which had 
an increase of more than 40 percent between 
1986 and 1987. 

9 California's independent colleges and universi- 
ties are providing a significant amount of access 
to the baccalaureate degree for California Com- 
munity College students, as evidenced by the 
5,238 who enrolled in the 47 institutions that 
provided data to the Commission for the Fall 
1988 term (Display 21, pages 38-39). Year-to- 
year changes are difficult to assess because of dif- 
ferences in the group of institutions that are able 
to cooperate and, in the case of the institution en- 
rolling the largest numbers, changes in defini- 
tion. 

• Women increased their representation in the 
transfer group between 1987 and 1988» with 
women becoming a majority among transfers to 
the University for the first time and increasing 
their mcgority in the State University. However, 
men were a majority on some campuses in both 
segments. 



Transfer students ^.o 

the University of California 

The number of California Community College stu- 
dents who enrolled at the University with advanced 
standing was 8.5 percent larger in Fall 1988 than in 
Fall 1987, with an increase of 467 students to a total 
of 5,934. This total is the largest found for the past 
10 years and represents the second successive in- 
crease. This increase is smaller than that which oc- 
curred between Fall 1986 and Fall 1987, when there 
was a difference of 606 students or an increase of 
12.5 percent. However, the earlier increase may 
have been in part a result of students completing 
their lower-division work in California Community 
Colleges who might earlier have transferred with 
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less than junior standing. Thus the recent gain is 
viewed as a positive sign that the long-term decline 
in transfer to the University has been stemmed and 
probably reversed. (Display 10 below illustrates the 
trend since 1965.) 

Sex differences 

The proportion of women among transfer students 
to the Univw^ity from California Community Col- 
leges continued to increase in the Fall 1988 term, 
and women became the majority for the first time, 
comprising 51.3 percent of the total to 48.7 percent 
for men. These percentages are the reverse of what 
was found for the Fall 1987 term, when men com- 
prised a minority of 51 percent. 

The number of University campuses on which wom- 
en comprise a m^'ority Increased from four to six in 
Fall 1988, with Davis and Riverside joining Irvine, 
Los Angeles, Santa Barbara, and Santa Cruz (Dis- 
play 11). The Berkeley and San Diego campuses 
continued to enroll more men than women among 
new transfer students but the percentage for Berke- 
ley was smaller in Fall 1988 than a year earlier. 

Among the six campuses where women are in the 
m^'ority, Riverside - with the smallest number of 
new transfer students - had the highest percentage 
but the smallest number of women ( 161 or 58.3 per- 
cent of its total. They also comprised only 5.3 per- 
cent of all 3uch women systemwide). The Los An- 



geles campus enrolled the largest number of women 
who transferred to any of the eight general cam- 
puses from the California Community Colleges 
20.7 percent of the systemwide total and 53.2 per- 
cent of the new transfer students to that campus. 
The Santa Barbara campus, on the other hand, en- 
rolled about the same number of men and women as 
new transfer students - 454 men and 468 women, 
the latter comprising 15.4 percent of the women sys- 
temwide. 

Changes from year to year 

The eight general campuses of the University dif- 
fered markedly in regard to change in the enroll- 
ment of new California Community College trans- 
fer students from Fall 1987 to Fall 1988 (Display 
12). Five campuses had increases of at least 12 per- 
cent, one an increase of less than 1 percent, and two 
had fewer transfer students in Fall 1988 than Fall 
1987. 

The Davis campus - ranking third among the eight 
campuses with 16.0 percent of the new transfer stu- 
dents - had both the largest percentage increase 
over Fall 1987 (22.1 percent) and the largest gain in 
numbers (172 additional transfer students). Davis 
is probably best known among the University cam- 
puses for its well-developed and expanding practice 
of working with Community College students in 
northern California so as to be able to "guarantee" 
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admission to those who meet certain standards and 
fulfill transfer requirements. Its two-year increase 
of more than 50 percent is evidence of the success of 
this kind of articulation program that haz subse- 
quently been adopted by most other University 
campuses as a way to increase the flow of transfer 
students from the California Community Colleges. 

The Santa Barbara campus had the second largest 
numerical (161 students) and percentage (21.2) in- 
creases among the eight campuses in Fall 1988. It 
now ranks fourth, with 15.5 percent of the Univer- 
sity-wide total. However, the total of 922 for Fall 
1988 is fewer than in FJA 1982, 1983, and 1984, 
when the campus was developing an exemplary pro- 
gram of outreach to students at Santa Barbara City 
College. 

Riverside enrolls the smallest number of transfer 
students among the eight campuses (276 in Fall 
1988, or 4.7 percent of the total) but had an increase 
of 21.1 percent over Fall 1987. The Santa Cniz cam- 
pus enrolM 7.4 percent of the statewide total in 
Fall 1988 and had an increase over Fail 1987 of 14.7 
percent for a total of 437 new transfer students, 
thus reversing its decline that occurred between 
Fall 1986 and Fall 1987 when the University-wide 
total increased 12.5 percent. 

The Los Angeles campus enrolled 20.0 percent of 
the University-wide total in Fall 1988 after achiev- 
ing a gain of 13.4 percent or 140 students, to a total 
of 1,184. The percentage gain was almost as large 
as between Fall 1986 and Fall 1987 and the numer- 
ical gain was such that Los Angeles overtook Ber- 
keley as the campus with the largest number of 
transfer students. 

The Berkeley campus enrolled only 8 more new 
transfer students from California Community Col- 
leges in Fall 1988 than a year earlier, probably be- 
cause its capacity to enroll new students was 
reached in Fall 1987 when it experienced an in- 
crease of 43 percent to a total of 1.137. Berkeley 
thus dropped behind the Los Angeles campus in 
Fall 1988 in regard to the number of new transfer 
students it enrolled, while still accounting for 19.3 
percent of the University- wide total. 

Transfer students to the San Diego campus dropped 
18.0 percent in Fall 1988 - 92 fewer such students 
and the fourth smallest number in the past ten 
years. As a result, San Diego enrolled only 7.0 per- 



cent of the University-wide total in Fall 1988 and 
ranked seventh among the eight campuses. The 
campus' relatively recent decision to require trans- 
fer students to complete their lower-division course- 
work before applying for adruission appears to be a 
migor factor in this decline. 

Finally, the Irvine campus - with 10.1 percent of 
the University-wide total - also had fewer new 
transfer students than in Fall 1987, but the de- 
crease was only 4.2 percent or 26 students. Reasons 
for Irvine's decrease are unclear, especially since it 
has been accepting applications for admission with 
advanced standing by California Community Col- 
lege students beyond the usual application dead- 
line. 

Majors in which transfer students enrolled 

The migors in which new transfer students enrolled 
at the University in Fall 1988 are shown in Display 
13 for men and women separately The numbers 
should be interpreted cautiously because the Uni- 
versity reported no migors for 18.5 percent of these 
new students including two-thirds of those at Ber- 
keley and one-fourth at Santa Cruz. This skews the 
systemwide distribution of migors because of sig- 
nificant differences among the campuses in student 
characteristics (sex and ethnicity) that are related 
to the migors in which they enroll. 

Still another 1 mitation of the information in Dis- 
play 13 is the classification system for the majors, 
which is based on categories that the federal De- 
partment of Education requires colleges and univer- 
sities to use in its annual survey activities. It 
should be noted that "education** excludes most stu- 
dents who plan to obtain teaching credentials, since 
they are reported in the discipline categories in 
which they are majoring. 

Of those whose majors were reported in Fall 1988, 
the largest number (18.0 percent) were classified in 
''general studies." Since the University awards few 
baccalaureate degrees to students with such majors, 
it appears that the category includes mostly stu- 
dents transferring with less than junior standing 
who have not yet had to select the major in which 
they plan to graduate. Approximately equal per- 
centages of men and women were reported as "gen- 
eral studies" majors. 
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The social sciences encompass the specific majors 
selected most often by transfer students - both men 
and women (about 15 percent each) and each ethnic 
group except Asian students, for whom engineering 
ranked first. 

Men and women differed in regard to the third- 
ranked major. Among the m^n, 14.4 percent en- 
rolled in engineering, compared with 3.3 percent of 
the women. The third-ranked major for the women, 
on the other hand, was letters (14.6 percent, or only 
slightly less than for the social sciences). Letters 
ranked fifth among the men with 6.7 percent. 

Among the remaining minors, only the life sciences 
enrolled as many as one-tenth of the transfer stu- 
dents (10.6 percent of the men and 11.3 percent of 
the women). Life science minors also ranked high 
with the various ethnic groups with the exception of 
Black transfer students. 
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Differences among California Community Colleges 

Almost 40 percent of California's Community Col- 
leges experienced an increase in the number of stu- 
dents who transferred to the University in Fall 
1988, with an equal number showing little or no 
change and about 20 percent showing a decrease 
from Fall 1987. (Changes of one or two for colleges 
with fewer than ten transfer students were judged 
to show '^little or no change.**) Among the 41 col- 
leges showing gains, 32 might be regarded as large, 
but only 14 of the 22 losses might be so regarded. 

Differences among the colleges in gains and looses 
are difficult to explain since colleges within dis- 
tricts often show different patterns of change be- 
tween 1987 and 1988 - for example, Laney College 
gained while Alameda and Merritt, also in the Per- 
alta district, had fewer University transfer students 
in Fall 1988. In the Los Angeles district, East, 
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Pierce» Valley, and West Los Angeles colleges all 
made gains in numbers while the other five colleges 
in the district showed little change from Fall 1987. 
San Diego offers another interesting example. Al- 
though that University campus enrolled many few- 
er transfer students in Fall 1988 than a year earli- 
er, San Diego Mesa College showed an overall in- 
crease in transfers to the University; San Diego 
City College^ a decrease; San Diego Miramar Col- 
lege, no change; and little or no change in numbers 
for the other Hve Community Colleges in San Diego 
County. With the exception of the Kern Communi- 
ty College District, however, colleges that are not 
thought of as ^'feeder'' institutions into a particular 
University campus and who are thus less likely to 
have worked out special arrangements for their 
transfer students do not appear to have experienced 
losses in transfer students in Fall 1988, nor did 
more than a few show large gains. 

As in the past, a relatively small number of colleges 
(18) accounted for a majority (55.0 percent) of the 
transfer students to the University. Each of the 18 
had at least 100 new transfer students enrolled at 
the University in Fall 1988; Hve had more than 200; 
and two - Diablo Valley and Santa Monica « had 
more than 300. The number of colleges with more 
than 100 new transfer students in the fall term has 
increased from 14 to 16 to 18 during the last three 
years, with 11 of the 18 showing more, and only four 
with fewer, new transfer students in Fall 1988 than 
a year earlier. One additional college - Chabot - 
had more than 100 transfer students enter the Uni- 
versity in Fall 1987 but fewer than 100 in previous 
years and in Fall 1988. 

At the lower end of the range, 22 colleges had fewer 
than 10 students transfer to all eight University 
campuses in Fall 1988 and 44 had fewer than 25. 
The number of colleges with very few University 
transfer students is not decreasing apace with re- 
cent increases in total numbers from all California 
Community Colleges. Only half of these 22 colleges 
are in multi-college districts and a majority are 
some distance away from a campus that has a large 
University transfer student enrollment. This set of 
circumstances - few University transfer students 
and geographic isolation - raises questions about 
the feasibility of requiring such colleges to develop 



articulation agreements with specific University 
campuses. These 22 small colleges accounted for 
only 105 University transfer students in Fall 1988 
- less than 2 percent of the total. 

The full range of numbers for the 106 California 
Community Colleges is depicted in Display 14. Six- 
ty-three - almost two-thirds of the total - had fewer 
than 50 new transfer students enrolled in the Uni* 
versity in Fall 1988 and only 23 had as many as 75. 
E^oximity to a State University campus u a major 
factor that influences transfer to the University, 
particularly in regions of the State there is a 
campus of the former but not the latter system. The 
Butte and Fresno County areas offer the best exam- 
ples of this phenomenon, with only 6 University but 
385 State University transfers - Butte College in 
Fall 1988, primarily to the Chico campus and only 
34 University but 709 State University transfers - 
from Fresno City College primarily to the Fresno 
campus. The reverse phenomenon has been found 
only for Santa Barbara City College, where the 
number of transfer students to the University (273) 
is larger than the number who enrolled in the State 
University (231). Display 15 illustrates the flow of 
transfer students to the University versus the State 
University for 17 colleges that were selected on the 
basis of their proximity to a campus in the Univer- 
sity or the State University system. A lack of infor- 
mation about transfer enrollments at the various 
off-campus centers of the State University obscures 
the relationship between flow and proximity some- 
what since data for the centers are combined with 
those for the main campuses but the display serves 
to highlight this relationship. However, compari- 
sons among colleges on the basis of total numbers 
should be made with considerable caution because 
of variations in size of their enrollment, student 
characteristics, and program emphasis. No satis- 
factory way has yet been devised to compute a 
^'transfer rate** because of a paucity of information 
about the interest, motivation, and eligibility of 
California Community College students to transfer: 
but even with these large gaps in information, it is 
clear that there are differences among the colleges 
in transfer student flow that are related to multiple 
and often complex factors that include history. 
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Transfer students to 

the CaUfomia State University 

The number of California Community College stu* 
dents who transferred to the State University also 
increased between Fall 196? and Fall 1388 (Display 
16, below) but by a more modest percent than at the 
University. The increase was 4.0 percent or 1,136 
new students to a total of 29»393» compared with the 
Unirersit/s increase of 8.6 percent or 469 new stu- 
dents to a total of 5,934. However, the most recent 
State University increase was larger than for the 
previous year whw it was only 1.8 percent, com- 
pared with 12.5 percent for the University. Thus 
both segments are continuing to increase their en- 
rollment of new transfer students, with the State 
University increasing at a slower rate but still with 
almost five times as many such students as the Uni- 
versity. 

Although tt^ "^u.te University has had two succes- 
sive increases, its transfer student total for Fall 
1988 remains below that for Fall 1985 ~ and each 
year beginning in 1971. The recd it increases are 
encouraging, but the most recont ioUl is consid- 
erably below the mor) than 35,000 achieved in Fall 
1975. 



Sex differences 

Women transfer students are continuing to increase 
their representation in the State University, as they 
are in the University group. For Fall 1988, they 
comprised 52.8 percent of the State University's 
new transfer students, and men constituted 47.2 
percent However, more men than women trans- 
ferred to four State University campuses - San Luis 
Obispo, with more than 60 percent men, and Chico, 
Humboldt, and Pomona, each with more than 50 
percent men (Display 17). With the possible excep- 
tion of Chico, Uie minority enrollment of men on 
these campuses appears reflect a curricular em- 
phasis that is more attractive to men than women. 

The Bakersfield campus enrolled the smallest pro- 
portion of men - 36.8 percent - and also the small- 
est number of California Community College trans- 
fer students - 424, or less than 2 percent of the total 
for the 19 campuses. Three other campuse:. enrolled 
a ratio of only two men to three women in the Fall 
1988 transfer group - San Bernardino, Sonoma, 
and Stanislaus, the latter two also among the cam- 
puses with the smallest total number of transfer 
students. The low enrollment of men may reflect 
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DISPLAY 17 Number of California Community College Transfers to Campuses of the 
California State University by Sex, Fall 1988 




the size and location of these campuses, rather than 
their particular curricular emphasis. 

Changes from year to year 

The 4 percent systemwide increase in 1988 and the 
overall trend toward increased numbers conceal sig- 
nificant campus differences. Among the 19 cam- 
puses, 11 showed increases over Fall 1987, four had 
virtually no change in numbers, and four enrolled 
fewer new transfer students in Fall 1988 (Display 
18, page 34). The major increases occurred Lt four 
large campuses - San Francisco (20 percent), after a 
large drop in Fall 1987 when there was a very large 
increase at the University's Berkeley campus; Sac- 
ramento (15 percent), at a time of sustained in- 
creases at the University's Davis campus; North- 
ridge (14 percent), which is also recovering from a 
decrease in Fall 1987, and San Jose (12 percent), 
which reached a 10-year high in enrolling new 
transfer students. 

The four campuses with decreases are all in South- 
ern California - Long Beach, Los Angeles, Pomona, 
and San Diego. Tne decrease for San Diego State is 
disturbing because the Scate University Trustees 



are developing a new campus in that county, whose 
students are now counted in the older campus' en- 
rollment statistics, and the University of Califor- 
nia, San Diego also showed a significant decrease. 
The decline at the three campuses in the Los 
Angeles area may reflect the continuing increase in 
transfer students that the University's Los Angeles 
campus is achieving, together with the lack of suc- 
cess of all segments in attracting and retaining 
Black students in programs leading to a baccalaure- 
ate degree. While the number is increasing at the 
multi-ethnic Dominguez Hills campus of the State 
University, its total for Fall 1988 is much below the 
number enrolled before 1985. 

Thus the State University system presents a m^xed 
picture of trends and campus differences, some of 
which are difficult to explain. Five of the 19 cam- 
puses now enroll 44 percent of the new transfer stu- 
dents. Three - Northridge, Sacramento, and San 
Jose - increased their transfer enrollment signifi- 
cantly in Fall 1988, while two - Long Beach and 
San Diego - experienced a decrease. Attention in 
the past has been focused on problems of California 
Community College transfer student access to the 
University, bat there appears to be a need now to 
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find out why the State University is not experi- 
encing the same kind of increases in transfer stu- 
dents as the University and why some of its cam- 
puses in southern California are enrolling fewer 
than in the past. Increased access to some Univer- 
sity campuses is one partial explanation, but the 
pool of potential transfer students - particularly un- 
derrepresented ethnic groups is large enough that 
both University and State Univer^it^y campuses 
should be able to enroll increasing numbers as trans- 
fers as articulation processes and practices continue 
to improve. 

Majors in which transfer studetUs enrolled 

The xnBiOT in which the largest number of students 
enroll after transferring to the State University is 
some field of business administration, followed by 
engineering and the social sciences (Display 19), 
with about one-fourth of the students whose m^uors 
are knoym enrolled in business programs. A larger 
proportion of men than women enrolled in each of 
these three popular majors - the largest difference 



being in engineering, which accounted for 15.9 per- 
cent of the men but only 1.6 percent of the women. 

One-iifth of the women whose majors were reported 
were classified by the federal coding structure as 
enrolling in general, multi- or inter-discipiinary 
fields that attract relatively few baccalaureate stu- 
dents as majors. Computer science, mathematics, 
and the physical sciences all enrolled a larger pro- 
portion of men than women among the recent trans- 
fers, while healfh, letters, and psychology attracted 
a larger proportion of women than men. Display 19 
shows these proportions for all majors that enrolled 
at least 2.5 percent of transfer students in Fall 1988 
- using, as noted earlier, the somewhat unsatisfac- 
tory federal codes. 

The large proportion of men majoring in business, 
engineering, and computer science - nearly one- 
half- is indicative of State University policies and 
practices that promote access to such majors for Cal- 
ifornia Community College transfer students, with 
the exception of the San Diego campus where access 
to both the institution generally and specialized 
programs like business has been a problem because 
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of high demand for admission at all student levels. 
Development of the; new campus in San Marcos may 
ease the demand for access to the San Diego campus 
but only if programs are offered in the professional 
fields of business and engineering for transfer stu- 
dents from California Community Colleges. 

The circumstances relating to women's choices of 
major are unclear because students seeking teach- 
ing credentials are not identified by the coding sys- 
tem. Many in the '"disciplinary" majors are in fact 
''liberal studies" majors who are preparing to teach 
with a multiple subjects credential. Others with 
specific academic discipline majors will teach at the 
secondary school level or higher. As noted earlier, 
'"education" is a category for limited majors such as 
physical education and special education. 



Differences araong California 
Community Colleges 

Almost twice as many California Community Col- 
leges showed increases as decreases in numbers of 



students who transferred to the State University in 
Fall 1988 (48 gains and 25 losses), while the re- 
mainder showed a change of less than 5 percent in 
either direction. For some multi-campus districts, 
gains were achieved by all colleges - for example, in 
Contra Costa, Foothill-De Anza, and Los Rios - while 
elsewhere there was no consistent direction to the 
changes - for example, in Los Angeles where four 
colleges made gains, two showed losses, and three 
remained about the same in both 1987 and 1988. 
Gains were also made by the three colleges in the 
Ventura district; but in the San Diego district, one 
college showed a large increase in transfer to the 
State University while a second showed a larger in- 
crease in University than State University trans- 
fers, and the third, smallest college showed a small 
decrease in transfer to both segments. 

In many instances, there is a relationship between 
the increase or decrease in the number of new trans- 
fer students that a particular State University cam- 
pus enrolls and the change in numbers reported for 
its "feeder" California Community Colleges - for ex- 
ample, the campuses in Sacramento, San Francisco, 
and Northridge, all of which showed increases. How- 
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ever, the relationship does not necessarily mean 
that the change has been caused by action taken by 
either the community college or the State Universi- 
ty campus. Furthermore, there are some exceptions 
to this relationship - for example, for the Hayward 
campus that increased by only 17 students between 
1987 and 1988 while most of its nearby community 
colleges showed significant increases to the State 
University system. In this instance, a lack of data 
for the centers administered by Chabot College in 
Livennore and the Hayward campus in Contra Cos- 
ta County that are separate from the parent cam* 
t ases limits analysis of the flow of these transfer 
students. 

The number of students who transferred to the en- 
tire State University from each California Commu- 
nity College ranged from fewer than 10 to almost 
900 in the Fall 1988 term (Display 20 below). One- 
fourth of the colleges were reported to have had few- 
er than 100 - some of whom may have attended sev- 
eral years before enrolling in the State University -- 
and five colleges had fewer than 25 State Universi- 
ty transfer students. Only two of these colleges had 
a combined University and State University total of 



as mrny as 100, and most had fewer than 50 stu- 
dents who transttrred in the fall terra. A mfigority 
of these are in single-college districts - often isolat- 
ed geographically from other districts. Fewer than 
200 State University transfer students were report- 
ed for 46 percent of the colleges, and only 10 percent 
had as many as 600 such students reported for the 
fall term. Four colleges achieved a total of more 
than 800 each in that term - De Anza, Diablo Val- 
ley, Orange Coast, and Can Francisco. 

The range of numbers depicted in Display 20, as in 
the case of the University (Display 14), raises ques- 
tions about the feasibility of requiring all colleges to 
develop articulation agreements with several four- 
year institutions when numbers of transfer stu- 
dents are so small for some. A more pressing prob- 
lem appears to be that of providing access to appro- 
priate transfer courses in very small colleges in both 
single- and multi-college districts - a challenge 
that is even greater than that faced by some high 
schools in offering a curriculum to prepare students 
to qualify for university admission as freshmen. 



DISPLAY 20 DUtribution of Califbrnia Community Colleges Transfer Students to the Californin 
State University, Fall 1988 
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Transfer students to independent 
colleges and universities 

With the cooperation of the Association of Indepen- 
dent California Colleges and Universities, member 
institutions were again asked to provide informa- 
tion to the Commission about their new transfer 
students from California's Community Colleges who 
flrst enrolled in the Fall 1988 term - the college 
from which they transferred and their sex and eth- 
nicity. Similar surveys have been conducted since 
1984-85 with varying results and what appears to 
be better reporting each year in terms of com- 
pleteness and accuracy. However, numbers that the 
Commission has obtained sometimes differ from 
those that the Association obtains from the individ- 
ual institutions, with the former usually lower than 
the latter. Since the Commission requests numbers 
transferring from each college and the Association 
requests only totals, the former are used in this ana- 
lysis although they may underestimate the true to- 
tal. Full-year data that the Association collects are 
not used because of anomalies that cannot be ex- 
plained. 

Totals and trends 

The 47-institution response was an enrollment of 
5,238 new transfer students in Fall 1988 who had 
attended a California Community College sometime 
before transferring. Leaving out National Univer- 
sity, the total for Fall 1988 is about the same as for 
1987 and for 1986. Some institutions reported in- 
creases for 1988, but a few large institutions had 
signiflcant decreases - for example. Golden Gate 
University (although the University of San Francis- 
co showed a modest increase) and the University of 
the Pacific Some of the decrease may reflect in- 
creases in numbers of students transferring to the 
University and the State University in the last year 
or two 

FesDondents and their numbers 

Numbers of students who transferred to each inde- 
pendent institution in Fall 1986, 1987, and 1988 are 
shown in Display 21 on pages 38-39. Of the 47 insti- 
tutions, two provided information about their new 
transfer students in Fall 1988 that had not done so 
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the previous year, but five that had responded earli- 
er did not do so for 1988, thus making comparisons 
difficult. Lack of response has been due to changes 
in computer systems or staff, rather than unwilling- 
ness to cooperate in providing information 

Numbers of California Community College transfer 
students that independent institutions reported for 
Fall 1988 ranged from 1 to 1,870. However, the lat- 
ter represents all California Community College 
students who were matriculated at ^'ationa| Uni- 
versity statewide in 1988, rather than new students 
in the fall term (or all such students, regardless of 
matriculation status, as was reported for 1987). Elev- 
en institutions reported fewer than 10 transfer stu- 
dents from California Community Colleges - a group 
that includes the California Institute of Technology, 
Harvey Mudd College, and Pomona College. About 
half enrolled fewer than 50, and about one-fourth 
enrolled at least 100, with the remaining one-fourth 
enrolling between 50 and 99. 

Three of the seven institutions that reported more 
than 150 new transfer students were unable to iden- 
tify the college they previously attended. The re- 
maining four and the numbers they reported are the 
University of Southern California (528), the Uni- 
versity of the Pacific (197), Loyola Marymount Uni- 
versity (179), and the University of San Francisco 
(158). 

Numbers reported for individual California Com- 
munity Colleges also vary widely - from fewer than 
10 to several hundred. In addition to the size of the 
California Community College, the variation is re- 
lated to a considerable extent to proximity to an in- 
dependent institution - except for those that are 
relatively small and highly selective 

Sex differences 

Like the University and the State University, the 
independ t colleges and universities enrolled more 
women th m men in Fall 1988 as transfer students 
from California Community Colleges. With 39 in- 
stitutions reporting the gender of their new stu- 
dents - not including National University - wc -nen 
comprised 52.3 percent of the total and men com- 
prised 47.7 percent. Information for previous years 
was not sufficiently complete to suggest any trend. 



DISPLAY 21 Numbers of California Community College Students Who Transferred to Independent 
California Colleges and Universities, Fall 1986 Through Fall 1988 
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Independent College or University 


1986 


1987 
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UniverMty of the RedlamU 




38 


41 


UniverMty of West Los Angeles 


18 


12 




Westmont College 


62 




44 


Whittier College 


11 


13 


23 


Woodbuiy University 


24 
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World College West 




2 


5 


TOTALS 


6,411 


8,639 


5^ 



Numbers are not comparable from year to year because of change in definition. 
Source: California Postaecondaiy Educatioa Commission. 
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Appendix A Flow of Transfer Students from California 

Community College Districts and Colleges to the 
University of California, the California State University, 
and Regionally Accredited Independent Colleges and Universities, 
Fall Term and Full-Year, 1981-82 Through 1988-89 
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35 




162 


271 


7 


1984^ 


179 




227 


342 


28 


19B5-86 


35 
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196142 


3 




67 


95 




198243 


6 




82 


106 


3 


196344 


10 




78 


99 


8 


196445 


3 




69 


83 


11 


198546 


2 




62 


83 




198647 


4 


4 


66 


91 


6 


198748 


4 


7 


82 


102 


9 


198849 


8 


9 


57 


76 


8 



Lake Titee GoaflBiiaitjr Cdllefe Diatfict 
Lake Tahoe Community CbUege 



198142 


3 




15 


22 




198243 


2 




19 


30 


0 


198M4 


5 




18 


27 


0 


198445 


8 




33 


40 


1 


198546 


2 




20 


28 




196647 


5 


8 


18 


21 


7 


198748 


4 


6 


16 


27 


2 


198849 


3 


4 


21 


27 


3 



52 



Appendix A, continued 



NimberofTfaMfefito: NumberofTnotfento: 

Dtalikt, Dirtact, 

rnlhp, Uaivoiityor IteCdifofDk ladepeadeoc GoUep* UoMvnityor Hm CiUfomia Irnkpendent 

Ytg Cklifocnk Strtt Unwmity i Mtto rt i oM Yen Cdiibnua SdUg Uaivwrity lastitmioni 

I^iU PiiU FiiU FuU 

Ml Yc«r Ml Yctr FtU Fall Yw F>U Yct FaU 



Goaamitsr GoOeia DiiCikl 



LmhiCoO0|b 










Lot AiifBkt Hubor CoUefe 








1981-82 




42 


55 




198142 


36 


379 


570 




19BM3 




57 


75 


2 


198243 


42 


355 


523 


15 


198M4 




59 


72 


1 


198344 


47 


351 


496 


36 


198445 




43 


48 


1 


198445 


X 


337 


514 


51 


198S46 




45 


56 




198546 


25 


232 


377 




198M7 


1 2 


61 


75 


6 


196647 


19 30 


247 


388 


37 


1987*88 


5 7 


51 


65 


6 


198748 


25 33 


236 


377 


83 


198849 


4 5 


47 


62 


4 


196849 


27 31 


233 


358 


32 






pDkttkt 
















Loag Btach Qty GoUeye 








Lot AofBlCf Minioii CoUeie 








198142 


50 


681 


973 




198142 


1 


37 


59 




198^83 


52 


646 


915 


12 


198243 


4 


38 


68 


2 


198M4 


32 


637 


939 


42 


198344 


3 


41 


57 


8 


198i4S 


59 


512 


807 


35 


198445 


10 


42 


60 


5 


198546 


41 


567 


900 




198546 


1 


34 


49 




198647 


44 58 


478 


789 


85 


196647 


4 5 


39 


57 


21 


198748 


49 61 


524 


865 


159 


198748 


2 2 


23 


59 


34 


198849 


60 81 


488 


786 


58 


198849 


2 3 


43 


67 


7 


ImAn^ln Co— lunity CoflcfB Dimxt 
















Eait Lot Anfetes CoUefe 








Lot Anfdet Pierce College 








198142 


55 


416 


708 




198142 


96 


765 


1^ 




198243 


.6 


338 


626 


13 


198243 


118 


838 


1^1 


35 


198344 


50 


351 


593 


37 


198344 


117 


741 


1443 


40 


198445 


38 


360 


646 


35 


198445 


113 


752 


U18 


55 


198546 


30 


299 


568 




196546 


96 


722 


1422 




198647 


35 40 


270 


489 


51 


198647 


66 112 


653 


1.011 


68 


198748 


42 54 


329 


544 


63 


196748 


66 112 


60S 


943 


139 


196849 


54 67 


228 


438 


49 


198849 


90 120 


639 


923 


75 


Lot AnfBks Qty Colkft 








Lot Anfelet Southwest College 








198142 


71 


452 


806 




196142 


7 


128 


208 




198243 


83 


427 


780 


18 


196243 


4 


123 


199 


3 


198344 


88 


407 




53 


198344 




129 


184 


10 ' 


198445 


54 


336 


601 


67 


198445 




110 


195 


8 


198546 


54 


351 


655 




198546 




74 


136 




198647 


46 63 


307 


562 


134 


196647 


3 3 


81 


128 


6 


198748 


53 88 


316 


541 


212 


196748 


1 1 


51 


83 


20 


196849 


52 89 


304 


509 


78 


196849 


1 2 


61 


101 


5 



ERIC 



45 



Appendix A, continued 



NuabtrofTnarfBiBtoc NoobcrofTnorfeittoc 

CaO^ Vwkmt^at TUsCiUfomii lodtpeadeat C oB ci^ V^tma^ot TteCUiftarak ladepeiident 
CaiUoadm Stm Vt^maHf lattituOom Ycg Criiibnrii Stale Uahpcaily Imti Wioni 

Pbu Pun Pua PttU 

Pm Year PMI Year RUI Fafl Year ROl Year FaU 



Loe Aaplea TVide-Teckakal CoUefe 



Conaaee River GoOefi 



198142 




141 


236 




198142 


7 


163 


231 




198U3 




121 


199 


4 


1«4243 


9 


164 


243 


4 


198M4 




136 


233 


13 


i98M4 


21 


151 


231 


13 


19844S 




123 


208 


10 


198443 


24 


154 


226 


20 


198S46 




123 


199 




198346 


20 


134 


183 




198U7 


5 5 


86 


170 


27 


198M7 


17 22 


152 


232 


41 


198748 


2 4 


108 


183 


36 


198748 


28 29 


143 


211 


76 


198849 


2 4 


84 


152 


28 


198849 


32 39 


169 


256 


32 


Lot Aafte Valley CoUefB 










Otf CoUe|D 








198142 


90 


377 


911 




198142 


96 


592 


862 




198243 


96 


362 


9(0 


18 


198^83 


126 


563 


896 


10 


198M4 


93 


313 


809 


61 


198M4 


101 


540 


914 


22 


198443 


81 


494 


814 


37 


198443 


111 


588 


896 


103 


198S46 


71 


482 


743 




198346 


149 


587 


893 




198647 


67 m 


420 


691 


53 


196M7 


94 128 


505 


804 


104 


198748 


66 112 


443 


722 


89 


198748 


116 145 


477 


790 


163 


'^•^^49 


89 126 


443 


634 


53 


196849 


141 183 


559 


826 


79 



West Lot Anfetee Cotle|e 



198142 


41 




226 


326 




198^83 


30 




199 


303 


11 


198M4 


37 




166 


260 


26 


198443 


13 




149 


228 


25 


198546 


21 




118 


209 




198647 


23 


30 


94 


159 


36 


198748 


18 


29 


110 


168 


66 


198849 


28 


37 


122 


218 


49 



ixm Kioi rn— lenity CoOcfe Dktrict 
Ameikao River CoUefe 



198142 


111 




789 


U15 




198243 


122 




763 


1^7 


11 


198344 


131 




726 


1499 


29 


198445 


!72 




719 


1»108 


68 


198546 


148 




736 


1440 




198647 


134 


162 


678 


1402 


196 


198748 


163 


203 


718 


1432 


312 


198849 


203 


257 


763 


1442 


105 



Marin Cnmmaaily CoUcy Okttkt 
CoUeteoTNUrin 



198142 


77 




307 


454 




198243 


&3 




278 


430 


29 


196344 


84 




269 


404 


27 


196445 


86 




273 


421 


60 


196546 


62 




284 


415 




196647 


68 


103 


239 


360 


28 


196748 


83 


134 


225 


368 


54 


196849 


72 


122 


225 


339 


49 


diaa Valley CoUe|e (Ooeed 1965) 






198142 


12 




95 


134 




196243 


11 




93 


128 


4 


198344 


6 




92 


136 


7 


196445 


5 




71 


114 


13 


198346 


3 




58 


72 




196647 


2 


2 


23 


32 


4 


196748 


1 


1 


16 


2B 


3 


196849 




1 


10 


13 


3 



Appendix A, continued 



Number oTTiaMfefitCK Number of Taatfcnux 

Dtekt, Diitfkt, 

rnihp, Uii<iiiiil| i3f IWCUifonia Ipdcpewteni Cotepp UaSwatyoT Tbe Cittfdnita IndepeiKlem 

YcM r»fjifaHMi SimUaiveirity f i wfilV'^ Ymt CaBfania Staf Uaiwiity Inititmioni 

FuU Full 

?UI Y«tr PUI Yor Fall Pall Year Fall Year Fall 



Maatate-Laki GbMn^ GoOefi Dteict 



Maadodao CoUeya 





0 




46 


00 




imM 


3 




54 


nn 

7U 


U 




4 




46 


01 




196445 


7 




43 


JO 


2 


198546 


3 




42 


M 




im47 


2 


2 


58 


yA 
/4 


/ 


19I74S 


4 


5 


4^ 


OJ 


11 


191149 


5 


5 


47 


/J 








CoUcy Diitrict 






Meicad Coilcfg 












198142 


12 




245 


332 




198^8^ 


21 




245 


333 


A 


198344 


16 




243 


324 


0 


19844S 


11 




233 


313 




196S46 


16 




223 


312 




198647 


9 


9 


239 


335 


AO 


198748 


18 


21 


248 


348 


Jl 


198849 


20 


20 


242 


324 


J4 


KfinCoaiaGoa 




DitfColkieDiitfict 






Min Cottt CoUefe 










198142 


18 




82 


131 




196243 


36 




67 


114 


8 


196344 


33 




78 


IQS 


11 


19844S 


24 




97 


135 


25 


196546 


16 




85 


139 




198647 


28 


42 


87 


124 


149 


19o748 


25 


39 


96 


161 


195 


198849 


26 


34 


98 


153 


52 


Moslav^ Pa&ia 




Goaunumtjr Godefc Dtekid 




Moatarex Peaifli 


nila 


CoUeie 








198142 


52 




189 


289 




198243 


65 




175 


243 


6 


196344 


66 




192 


272 


25 


196445 


68 




166 


253 


27 


196S« 


61 




200 


288 




198647 


61 


87 


153 


217 


48 


198746 


52 


83 


145 


234 


48 


1988^ 


58 


83 


187 


262 


38 



ML Sea AAtomCooMiaiittyCoUefi District 



Mt Sm Aatoaio CoUeie 



196142 


31 




495 


84S 




196243 


36 




567 


920 


24 


196M4 


36 




563 


926 


64 


196445 


57 




595 


957 


43 


196546 


43 




610 


1,021 




198647 


51 


69 


560 


931 


60 


198746 


61 


80 


550 


960 


89 


198U9 


59 


73 


548 


949 


4/ 



Mt Saa Jacte Goafliuaitf CoOcfB Diitrict 



Mt Saa Jacinto GoUege 



198142 


20 




37 


47 




196^8^ 


11 




43 


59 


3 


196344 


13 




51 


71 


6 


196445 


17 




57 


75 


3 


196546 


19 




51 


75 




198647 


14 


21 


62 


84 


10 


196746 


14 


23 


52 


19 


18 


196849 


12 


18 


72 


98 


4 



Napa Valley GoauBitaity CoUe|e Diitiict 



NapaVsUeyCoHefc 



196142 


26 




161 


209 




196243 


36 




150 


191 


8 


196344 


36 




177 


233 


8 


196445 


48 




166 


205 


13 


198546 


25 




152 


200 




198647 


23 


30 


141 


192 


16 


196746 


27 


35 


138 


186 


27 


196849 


27 


36 


135 


166 


32 



Noftk Oiaafe Cooaty Coaunuaity CoUefe Diitrict 



CypreM CoUefe 



198142 


29 




426 


606 




196^83 


37 




383 


552 


13 


196344 


30 




382 


577 


29 


196445 


32 




432 


646 


57 


196546 


41 




385 


650 




196647 


39 


49 


407 


633 


46 


196748 


33 


50 


395 


655 


95 


198849 


36 


55 


356 


626 


41 



55 



47 



Appendix A, continued 



NwbvolTnMifeii toe Number oCTnotf en toe 

Diiliicti Datrictv 

Co f km , UitvorityoC nBOUfonia lodeptadeat Golc|i» XJ^imtitfoi TbeCiUfbciiia lodqmdent 

Year Ckliibmh SteliUawentty iarttatio— Ycir Criifonifa Stan Uawcmty ImtitntioM 

I^ltt i^aO FuU FuU 

Pril Year Ml Year M FaU Year FaU Year FaU 



Nettfc Owp Oow <j rn a n a Hy C ola p Dtetkt 





60 






1,099 




198M3 


65 




726 


1^ 


31 


198M4 


63 




TH 


1,165 


59 




57 




724 


1,132 


45 


ms« 


59 




737 


1*182 




198M7 


63 


84 


694 


1,142 


85 


198T48 


54 


71 


669 


1412 


149 


196U9 


58 


72 


696 


1,124 


92 



Pelo Venla Cmhmi^ GoflefB DMcl 
Pek> Verde Coik|i 



1981-82 


0 






10 




198M3 


2 






2 


0 


198M4 


0 






5 


0 


198445 


0 






6 


0 


198M6 


0 






U 




1986-87 


1 


1 




5 


44 


198740 


2 


2 


12 


14 


9 


19884t9 


4 


4 




U 


2 


iloaarCoa 


tanityC 




Dkttket 






iloaurCoUefB 










1981« 


80 




411 


621 




1982« 


97 




332 


566 


21 


198M4 


116 




427 


625 


50 


1984« 


115 




459 


601 


83 


198S« 


91 




367 


552 




198647 


70 


93 


322 


521 


173 


198748 


99 


130 


412 


630 


438 


198U9 


95 


128 


438 


669 


123 



PiMMleaa Area Coaunatty CoUefB Dterict 
PatadeaaGtyCoUeie 



198142 


138 




617 


975 




198243 


127 




617 


988 


38 


198344 


119 




704 


1,091 


156 


198445 


141 




602 


967 


138 


198546 


111 




657 


1,036 




198647 


123 


166 


625 


1083 


155 


198748 


161 


201 


656 


1421 


232 


198^49 


141 


182 


615 


1,055 


125 



FiealtB GoaMMMyiy GoOefB Dtekt 
CoOefi of Alameda 



199142 


40 




127 


196 




196243 


42 




159 


249 


4 


1M344 


51 




141 


226 


20 


M445 


40 




108 


179 


20 




JU 




IAD 

105 


184 








o4 


lOZ 


188 


37 




Jo 


JB 


inn 
lOD 


183 


35 


198M9 


32 


52 


120 


185 


22 


1 Miwoj \JOUm^9 














Am 
49 




131 


204 






23r 




i^< 
145 


248 


13 


IvaJHie 


32 




I^O 

148 


240 


18 




Jo 




I'M 

IvQ 


275 


22 


l9a3-ae 


j2 




144 


223 






>3 


67 


155 


234 


62 




05 


102 


140 


232 


28 






117 


lo7 


232 


20 


Merritt College 












196142 


47 




155 


241 




196243 


45 




187 


265 


6 


196M4 


51 




174 


274 


21 


198445 


49 




160 


239 


27 


196546 


41 




131 


199 




198647 


36 


63 


140 


209 


36 


196748 


54 


73 


128 


198 


27 


196849 


33 


56 


126 


197 


15 


ViiuColkge 












198142 


2 




9 


15 




196243 


1 




7 


15 


2 


196344 


4 




10 


14 


' 1 


196445 


2 




9 


14 


1 


196546 


2 




13 


25 




196647 


2 


4 


13 


22 


1 


196748 


1 


4 


4 


9 


1 


196849 


8 


10 


12 


19 


0 



ERiCi 



56 



Appendix A, continued 



Nuaiber of Tiaotfen toe NiUDber of Trutfen ta 
Diilrirti Dii tiict t 

CoUcp, Vmtmakfot nsCiUfbcBii In d cpc od c p f Golkie» Univemlyof TheCiUfoniia lodqwodeiit 

Yew QHfatik StamXJ^Mttf iMttotioai Yctr Crijfomk State Univcnity ImtittttioM 

PbU FuU FuU 

m Year PbU Year FaU FaU Yaar FMI Year F«U 



SaataAaaCoUcfi 



1911-82 


47 




308 


488 




19BM3 


30 




341 


520 


17 


198MI 


51 




396 


555 


34 


1984-85 


47 




302 


481 


31 


198S-86 


50 




337 


574 




198M7 


44 


53 


337 


540 


91 


198T88 


46 


53 


320 


547 


145 


198849 


61 


82 


356 


549 


68 



RDdwoodi CoMMnily GollcpB DMtfkt 
Golkft of the Radiroodt 



1981-82 


12 




225 


343 




198^83 


11 




210 


336 


3 


198M4 


13 




262 


359 


11 


1984-85 


15 




200 


307 


6 


1985« 


14 




285 


391 




1986^ 


7 


7 


196 


281 


16 


19r-88 


8 


15 


236 


321 


18 


1988« 


18 


22 


241 


354 


9 



Rio Hoado row— nily Coflctp Diitrkt 
RioHoiKloCbUeie 



1981-82 


15 




275 


433 




198^83 


20 




258 


377 


29 


198MI 


14 




200 


327 


33 


1984« 


15 




234 


364 


15 


198546 


21 




213 


361 




198647 


24 


26 


268 


419 


46 


198748 


17 


22 


30 


356 


71 


1968^ 


17 


17 


241 


371 


37 



Rivaida GoayniiaHj CoOege Otekt 
Rivcnida CommuBity CbUcge 



198142 


85 




311 


445 




198243 


110 




337 


490 


12 


198341 


104 




342 


505 


33 


198445 


96 




314 


450 


15 


198546 


116 




331 


479 




198647 


94 


125 


292 


455 


55 


198748 


98 


162 


345 


520 


80 


196M9 


128 


170 


352 


528 


38 



'M^ M mfk r mM n ini tj Tnllrir Diirrirt 
Ifvioa Valley GoUefe (since 1985) 

198142 

198243 

198M4 

198445 



198546 








5 




198647 


25 


31 


29 


44 




198748 


52 


66 


42 


73 


1 


198849 


32 


61 


41 


74 


3 


KldkbackCoUeie 










198142 


116 




373 


589 




198243 


120 




445 


667 


32 


198M4 


147 




509 


743 


65 


198445 


138 




552 


819 


60 


196546 


142 




532 


824 




198647 


132 


182 


463 


729 


194 


198748 


175 


228 


453 


692 


325 


196889 


139 


185 


519 


774 


133 



Saa Defnafdino Goaunuoity Colkfe Dtatrict 
Grafton HUUCoUefe 



196142 


24 




105 


135 




196243 


21 




108 


151 


2 


1963^ 


15 




113 


158 


13 


1964^ 


27 




112 


148 


7 


196546 


19 




110 


148 




198647 


14 


17 


109 


144 


16 


198748 


10 


16 


97 


140 


29 


1968^ 


20 


25 


114 


159 


10 


m Bemanluio 


Valley College 








196142 


39 




392 


549 




196283 


54 




363 


556 


3 


196M4 


40 




348 


482 


14 


196445 


35 




349 


520 


17 


196546 


33 




332 


499 




198647 


21 


27 


239 


365 


89 


198748 


25 


35 


294 


449 


57 


198849 


17 


25 


277 


392 


22 



5'-; 



49 



Appendix A, continued 



NiMberorTnHfenttx Number of TuMfcn toe 

Gofliai. IMvenilror neCklifoniM rn d qwD d eat Colle|B, V^^emtfoi TheCtliforaia Indcpeodeiit 

I2S Ctffawii Sttii Uowcaity Imttoton Ycg OiifotM State UnivCTitT Institutioos 

M Ycir F>U Year FaU Year PkU Year FaU 















1 Delta CoMMit 








SaaOkfoOtyCdOefi 








Saa Joaqvia Delta CoOefs 








19B1-S2 


51 


264 


448 




198142 


68 


479 








73 


231 


396 


12 


198243 


94 


539 


699 




1»M 


86 


280 


434 


32 


198M4 


83 


471 


655 




19M4S 


51 


264 


385 


142 


198445 


81 


532 


TOO 




198S« 


54 


204 


350 




198546 


68 


516 


738 




198U7 


39 74 


229 


384 


140 


198647 


74 89 


494 


691 


147 


198748 


48 72 


221 


427 


291 


198748 


78 93 


466 


640 


220 


1988-89 


41 58 


271 


422 


102 


198U9 


93 113 


552 


765 


152 












Saa Joae OsauBuaitT CoOeie Dtekt 






SaaDkfDMesaCoaefe 








Evcvfpaea VaUer GoUeflB 








1S81-8Z 


97 


589 


1,005 




198142 


10 


148 


236 




198M3 


95 


587 


1,025 


66 


198243 


9 


151 


239 


6 


198M4 


90 


643 


999 


63 


198M4 


15 


173 


296 


8 


1984-85 


102 


655 


1,001 


84 


198445 


21 


189 


303 


4 


1985-86 


123 


539 


966 




198546 


12 


176 


267 




1986^ 


138 214 


483 


933 


249 


198647 


20 24 


162 


280 


15 


198748 


143 200 


519 


935 


255 


19874&I 


14 20 


157 


254 


19 


19BU9 


167 231 


537 


1,000 


86 


198849 


17 25 


196 


318 


18 


San Dieio Miiamar CoUefe 








SaaJoieGtyCoUese 








198142 


1 


35 


47 




198142 


5 


243 


384 




198243 


5 


20 


46 


6 


198243 


16 


228 


355 


5 


196MI 


4 


38 


52 


2 


198344 


14 


222 


356 


16 


198445 


4 


30 


48 


16 


198445 


7 


226 


366 


U 


198546 


5 


39 


64 




196546 


5 


212 


325 


198647 


5 9 


31 


56 


48 


196647 


15 21 


187 


294 


30 


198748 


10 13 


38 


74 


50 


198748 


5 11 


210 


320 


42 


19BM9 


8 9 


33 


65 


20 


198849 


17 22 


2U 


309 


35 


Saa Itacim GouMnity GoUefc Dtekt 
Gty Colkfe of Saa Fiaaciaco 






Saa Lnii Obiq» CcNmty Coaiffluahy CoUcfe Dtst^ 
CuestaCoUeie 




198142 


96 


816 


1,277 




196142 


20 


193 


500 




198243 


105 


805 


131 




196243 


22 


255 


522 


7 


198U4 


118 


855 


1325 




198344 


11 


297 


554 


14 


198445 


114 


784 


1,265 




196445 


19 


276 


573 


19 


198546 


92 


914 


1374 




196546 


19 


214 


492 


198M7 


105 176 


806 


1387 


97 


198647 


22 23 


196 


453 


25 


198748 


160 235 


690 


1370 


85 


196748 


25 37 


206 


513 


38 


198M9 


156 245 


810 


1380 


53 


196849 


28 38 


210 


571 


14 



Appendix A, continued 



NuBbcr of TnMfeis toe 



Year 



GiUlbcata 



Dtakt, 

fa d cpewlfa t Goliefi» 
Yov 



Naariier or Tnatfen to: 

Uoimiqror HwCaUfomli Indcpewfent 
St«l»UiU¥cait> laititotiom 



Ml Yen 



Ml 



Year 



FiU 



Fatt Year 



FaU 



FUU 
Year 



FaU 



Maiaii Pnaaij fnaMiaaitj rnflup ntorirt 



Diitnct 



Coflagi of the Caayoaa 



vm42 


29 


132 






1981-82 


15 


75 


126 




1982-83 


3S 


165 


224 


23 


19B2« 


18 


110 


171 


2 


198M4 


29 


145 


214 


18 


198M4 


9 


107 


159 


7 


19B4-8S 


30 


169 


231 


12 


198445 


18 


100 


163 


7 




24 


159 


233 




19B5« 


11 


133 


190 




198M7 


21 27 


115 


184 


31 


198647 


15 


22 142 


207 


20 


1987-88 


29 33 


137 


187 


25 


198748 


15 


21 121 


212 


23 


19BM9 


18 22 


131 


lyZ 


Z7 


198U9 


18 


27 133 


199 


22 












So^MoM 


ca Goauraaity GoOefe Dimict 






Cbikfi of San Mateo 








Santa MoBi 


caCoUefB 








1981-82 


107 


511 






1981-82 


230 


445 


691 




1982« 


101 


524 


m 




198M3 


224 


419 


626 


59 


198M4 


109 


543 




Jo 


196344 


214 


395 


622 


113 


19844S 


119 


548 


aot 




198445 


205 


446 


696 


116 


198S46 


117 


578 


806 




196546 


274 


480 


692 




1986-87 


83 115 


575 




AJ 


196M7 


253 


372 493 


733 


137 


1987-88 


96 129 


493 


763 




1967-88 


302 


474 504 


796 


236 


198M9 


124 157 


506 


700 


04 


198849 


353 


506 530 


791 


170 












Sbial»-Tehi 


ia»-TUnity Joint CoiBffliuuty Coikfe District 


Skyliae CoUefB 








ShattaCoUeiB 








1981-82 


19 


216 


313 




196142 


25 


260 


332 




1982-83 


18 


193 


290 


3 


196243 


29 


252 


341 


7 


198M4 


21 


165 


242 


11 


198344 


30 


265 


326 


8 


1984« 


6 


170 


256 


13 


196445 


25 


263 


359 


16 


198S-86 


12 


197 


280 




196546 


28 


327 


417 




1986-87 


17 21 


177 


278 


27 


196647 


21 


23 245 


342 


16 


1987-88 


23 25 


180 


280 


29 


196748 


19 


24 324 


424 


22 


198M9 


19 23 


193 


307 


23 


196849 


23 


31 289 


379 


6 




ea GoauMnuty CoOefu District 






Sksm Joint 


GMnmunity CoUefe District 






Santa Bartwn Qty CoUefe 








Siena CoUeie 








1981-82 


209 


231 


316 




198142 


29 


254 


356 




1982« 


215 


218 


294 




196243 


32 


310 


474 


2 


198M4 


281 


213 


291 




196344 


42 


i54 


505 


14 


1984-8S 


251 


235 


339 




1984-85 


55 


361 


510 


31 


1985« 


24S 


226 


320 




196546 


53 


378 


565 




1986-87 


227 315 


209 


306 


55 


196M7 


36 


48 335 


511 


45 


1987-88 


309 493 


214 


304 


53 


196748 


46 


60 374 


555 


87 


1968-89 


273 393 


231 


343 


46 


196849 


69 


85 389 


562 


36 



ERIC 



59 



51 



Appendix A, continued 



NiMbcr of TnMitcn toe 



Number of Tnatfen toe 



Dtekt, 











Cdlle0B» 




Tbe California 


Indepeodc 


Y«v 




SMUnivcaity 








State Univciaity 


Inttitutioa 








Pull 










PiiU 






FUl Year 




Year 






Fidl Year 


FaU 


Year 


FaU 






rgiDiitnct 




• 

• 






DeaeDtekt 




ColkfioltteSiikijfoiie 








'inailiaMUl 


a CoBty 








mi-82 




83 


103 




198142 


31 


256 


418 




1982« 




69 


90 


1 

A 


198243 


24 


245 




11 


1W44 




65 


77 


4 


198344 


30 


250 


432 


28 


19B44S 


11 


65 


81 


2 


198445 


37 


292 


417 


ou 


198546 




69 


81 




198546 


23 


242 


JpI 






9 12 


50 


66 


2 


198M7 


36 46 


222 




432 


198748 


9 10 


51 


69 


7 


198748 


41 55 


293 




437 


198849 


9 12 


59 


72 


a 


198849 


35 55 


294 




118 


SolMoOwtyrnMwirj CoBcy Dtefct 






Stale Center GocBmaaitrCoUefleDtekt 






Solaao Conmitmqr Colkfi 








FrecDoGtyCoUefe 








198142 


42 


196 


272 




198142 


20 


620 


945 




198M3 


34 


153 


254 


2 


198243 


15 


609 


953 


17 


198M4 


47 


167 


260 


17 


198M4 


12 


585 


902 


^A 

26 


19844S 


39 


192 


281 


13 


198445 


16 


615 


973 


2U 


198S46 


46 


200 






198546 


19 


711 


1,065 




198647 


39 51 


163 


224 


37 


198M7 


18 25 


671 


1,035 


47 


198748 


41 61 


174 


271 




198748 


33 42 


721 


1,065 


65 


198U9 


45 65 


183 


275 


34 


198M9 


34 60 


709 


1,098 


48 


SonoM Gooirty Gooimimily 0)lkfi Diitrict 
















Santa Ron Junior Cblkfe 








Kingi River Community College 






198142 


89 


602 


818 




196142 


8 


163 


192 




198^83 


84 


556 


808 


17 


198243 


9 


155 


215 


0 


196M4 


77 


589 


835 


30 


198344 


6 


163 


207 


8 


198445 


84 


641 


852 


33 


198445 


3 


131 


178 


3 


198546 


99 


675 


940 




198546 


4 


132 


169 




198647 


90 115 


655 


889 


45 


1966^ 


5 5 


131 


175 


20 


198748 


87 100 


675 


962 


48 


198748 


1 3 


131 


178 


17 


198849 


118 140 


635 


901 


34 


198U9 


6 7 


105 


lil 


11 



Soirtfc Cnntf Comanmitj CoUefB Dteict 
ChalwcCoUeie 



198142 


70 




483 


740 




198^83 


64 




472 


772 


21 


198344 


74 




535 


844 


30 


198445 


88 




535 


845 


27 


198546 


74 




522 


84^ 




198647 


81 


116 


535 


858 


71 


198748 


102 


135 


484 


805 


67 


198849 


85 


118 


531 


893 


53 



Ventua County Conunoaity CoUefB U^stiict 
Moorpnrk College 



198142 


51 




266 


386 




198^83 


63 




291 


415 


11 


198344 


70 




308 


474 


33 


198445 


70 




338 


464 


34 


196546 


82 




346 


500 




198647 


68 


as 


316 


487 


35 


198748 


67 


95 


357 


497 


100 


198849 


61 


77 


372 


526 


44 



ERIC 



6u 



Appendix A, continued 



Nvsbcf of TfMifeis toe 



Uipmilyof 
CaliftxM 



Diitricl» 
Yctr 



Number of Tnatf CIS toe 

UiivenityoC TbeCilifoniii IiKkpendenl 
CilifofBia StiiBUiiivenitr InstitutkMii 







Pua 












FiiU 


FuU 






FUl 


Year 


Ml 


Yetr 


FUl 




FaU 


Year FkU 


Year 


FtU 


VMmCduai 


jQmu 




)lle9iDittrict 






WeitKmO 




tyCoOefeDiitrkt 






Oxaaid ColkfB 










Taft CoUefe 










19S1-82 


6 




34 


49 




198142 




4C 


60 






15 




39 


51 


2 


196243 




23 


36 


0 


19BM4 


19 




37 


50 


5 


198M4 




24 


36 


3 


19M« 


10 




44 


51 


3 


198445 




40 


52 


5 


198546 


16 




28 


42 




198546 




33 


42 




198U7 


7 


14 


45 


69 


9 


198647 




4 46 


62 


4 


19(748 


16 


25 


37 


57 


17 


198748 




1 51 


66 


4 


198M9 


14 


17 


63 


81 


10 


198M9 




3 41 


81 


2 














Weil Vaie^Miite GoouBoaity GoUefc Dtttrict 




Veatttn GoUefe 










MWoa ColkfB 








1981-82 


115 




275 


401 




198142 


9 


58 


97 




198243 


131 




280 


413 


19 


196243 


7 


85 


141 


1 


198344 


132 




299 


412 


38 


196344 


6 


102 


186 


11 


19844S 


135 




332 


456 


20 


198445 


19 


120 


200 


4 


198S46 


113 




291 


411 




196546 


7 


99 


191 




198647 


115 


155 


308 


431 


50 


196647 


16 


22 127 


222 


8 


198748 


126 


193 


259 


587 


70 


19874& 


16 


20 128 


210 


11 


198849 


136 


180 


340 


476 


32 


198M9 


11 


16 177 


257 


25 


VkiorVallesrC 




lityGoOefBDigtiict 
















Victor ViUeyCoUcfe 










Wcat Valley Colleie 








198142 


9 




77 


116 




198142 


107 


TOO 


978 




198^8^ 


7 




74 


92 


1 


198243 


93 


675 


967 


56 


198M4 


7 




87 


133 




196344 


108 


609 


939 


49 


198445 


11 




99 


137 


5 


198445 


88 


630 


976 


43 


198546 


10 




86 


126 




198546 


63 


643 


939 




196647 


12 


14 


74 


104 


8 


198647 


74 


100 587 


917 


36 


198748 


9 


10 


108 


151 


22 


198748 


73 


99 607 


888 


51 


198M9 


10 


10 


106 


176 


6 


198849 


64 


79 567 


840 


47 


Wen Haii CoouBuaitf GoOefe Dtekt 






Yoacayte Gomaniaihr CoUeae District 






West Hint CoUefe 










Columbia College 








198142 


1 




53 


67 




198142 


5 


64 


80 




198243 


0 




65 


81 


2 


196243 


8 


60 


75 


5 


198M4 


1 




45 


63 


3 


198344 


6 


62 


74 


2 


19844S 


4 




53 


64 


3 


198445 


7 


68 


i6 


6 


198546 


0 




41 


57 




196546 


10 


57 


70 




196647 


0 


3 


49 


71 


6 


196647 


4 


5 29 


41 


3 


198748 


5 


5 


69 


88 


15 


198748 


6 


6 45 


57 


3 


196M9 


2 


2 


59 


78 


11 


198849 


6 


7 49 


65 


12 



ERIC 



6i 



53 



Appendix A, continued 



NwDbcf ofTmrfBis toe 
GoOtp^ IMpwaHyctf TWCitiforoH Itt d epca d r p l 





























FUl 


Yfltr 


PUl 


Ywr 


FaO 








Dtekt 






ModMo Jusksr CoUcfB 








1981-82 


33 




419 


596 




198M3 


42 




423 


599 


10 


198M4 


40 




438 


617 


22 


19844S 


52 




444 


643 


12 


198S-86 


31 




432 


625 




198M7 


23 


32 


419 


621 


31 


198748 


49 


64 


435 


647 


69 


198M9 


49 


63 


427 


636 


53 






lk|»Dtakt 


















1981-82 


23 




2S6 


319 




198M3 


16 




240 


3C7 


3 


1983-84 


27 




225 


307 


69 


198«« 


34 




269 


355 


3 


198S-86 


17 




226 


305 




198M7 


23 


27 


214 


296 


32 


198748 


20 


27 


211 


291 


35 


198M9 


42 


47 


234 


303 


15 


Total 












196142 


4347 


0 


30,072 


45,283 


0 


198243 


5,137 


0 


29324 


45,400 


133 


198M4 


5J07 


0 


30074 


45,726 


2,776 


19844S 


5^57 


0 


30,134 


45,476 


2374 


198S46 


4,932 


0 


29,682 


45,469 


0 


198M7 


4361 


6,754 


27.761 


43,666 


6,051 


198748 


5^7 


7,713 


28,257 


44,900 


8,755 


198849 


5,934 


8,145 


29393 


45,414 


4,502 



dix B Ethnic Distribution of Community College 

Transfer Students to the University of California 
and the California State University, Fall 1987 and Fall 1988 



Diitricty 

Cblkfe, Aaexku Nott- No Gnnd 



Yctr, Hiipiifc Aril Btock Rlipiao Imtoa White SylMoCl Other Rcridcnt Rdponie Tool 



Albtt Haaoock Joint CoouBKOtiy GoOefB Dte^ 
Allan Hancock GoUcfe 

1967 UC 20 0 0 0 21 231 0 024 
CSU 154 4-5 09S123 6 0 8 137 

1968 UC 41 1 1 0 20 27 2 0 0 29 
CSU 13 10 6 1 0 100 130 3 2 7 142 



Antelope Valky Connnity GoUeys Diitikt 
Antelope Valkf CoUefe 



1967 


UC 


2 


1 


3 


0 


0 


13 


19 


0 


0 


0 


19 




CSU 


11 


2 


4 


4 


3 


94 


118 


0 


0 


4 


122 


1968 


UC 


2 


2 


4 


1 


0 


29 


38 


0 


0 


0 


38 




CSU 


11 


3 


5 


2 


0 


96 


119 


7 


0 


4 


130 



Bantoer GoouBoaity CoUefB Diitxkt 
BamovrCoUefe 



1967 


UC 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


2 


2 


0 


0 


0 


2 




CSU 


5 


0 


2 


0 


0 


13 


20 


1 


0 


1 


22 


1968 


UC 


1 


0 


1 


0 


0 


1 


3 


0 


0 


0 


3 




CSU 


10 


1 


1 


0 


0 


10 


22 


0 


2 


3 


27 



Butte Comanmity CoUefc Distiict 
Butte CollefB 



1987 


UC 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


10 


10 


0 


0 


0 


10 




CSU 


16 


3 


6 


0 


6 


315 


346 


5 


6 


9 


366 


1968 


UC 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


6 


6 


0 


0 


0 


6 




CSU 


12 


6 


5 


1 


8 


331 


363 


8 


2 


12 


385 



Cibrillo Conmunity Colkfe Diitnct 
CabnlloCoUefe 



1987 


UC 


9 


5 


0 


0 


1 


120 


135 


0 


2 


6 


143 




CSU 


20 


7 


1 


1 


1 


188 


218 


1 


5 


12 


236 


1968 


UC 


6 


5 


1 


1 


2 


las 


150 


0 


4 


11 


165 




CSU 


22 


10 


1 


3 


5 


189 


230 


5 


6 


13 


254 



Ceiritoi Conmuaity Colkfe Dtokt 
Cerritct CoUefe 



1967 


UC 


6 


8 


4 


3 


0 


19 


40 


0 


1 


0 


41 




CSU 


103 


60 


13 


24 


3 


212 


415 


11 


8 


15 


449 


1968 


UC 


17 


4 


1 


5 


0 


14 


41 


0 


2 


1 


44 




CSU 


107 


iS 


20 


15 


5 


17! 


363 


10 


16 


26 


415 



Chaffey Coomunity CoUefe Diftnct 
ChaffeyCollcfe 



1987 


UC 


2 


3 


0 


0 


0 


7 


12 


\j 


0 


1 


13 




CSU 


25 


16 


14 


2 


3 


17! 


231 


3 


4 


9 


247 


1968 


UC 


3 


2 


2 


0 


0 


15 


22 


0 


2 


0 


24 




CSU 


22 


13 


14 


1 


2 


173 


225 


8 


8 


7 


248 



: 63 



Appendix B, continued 



District, 

Colkfe, Americtti Noo- No Giand 

Year, Hiipmic Amm Black POipino Indian White SMb^otai Other Reskkiit Rcipomc ToCai 



OtwaOo— ilyCnilrgi Dittrict 
GtiueCoUeii 



1987 


UC 


4 


2 


0 


0 


0 


11 


17 


0 


4 


0 


21 




CSU 


24 


2 


10 


8- 


1 


131 


176 


4 


28 


12 


220 


1988 


UC 


6 


2 


0 


0 


•1 


18 


27 


0 


2 


2 


31 




CSU 


17 


6 


8 


3 


0 


138 


172 


3 


8 


11 


194 



CoacfaeUa VaOsf Coamunty CoOefB Dtekt 
CoUefBoftfaeDceeit 



1967 


UC 


6 


2 


0 


0 


0 


15 


23 


0 


1 


0 


24 




CSU 


24 


1 


5 


1 


1 


83 


115 


3 


3 


9 


130 


1988 


UC 


6 


0 


0 


0 


0 


13 


19 


0 


0 


1 


20 




CSU 


17 


1 


3 


1 


0 


95 


117 


1 


4 


5 


127 



Co«K CooMrv^GolkiB Diitfkt 
Coastline Commuoity College 



1987 


UC 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


7 


7 


0 


0 


0 


7 




CSU 


0 


3 


0 


1 


0 


25 


29 




0 


4 


34 


1988 


UC 


1 


3 


0 


0 


0 


4 


8 


0 


0 


I 


9 




CSU 


1 


2 


0 


0 


0 


18 


21 


1 


0 


1 


23 



Golden Weft Colkfe 



1967 


UC 


3 


13 


0 


0 


0 


23 


39 


1 


1 


0 


41 




CSU 


19 


78 


5 


1 


5 


289 


397 


5 


2 


17 


421 


1968 


UC 


8 


18 


0 


1 


1 


43 


71 


0 


1 


2 


74 




CSU 


22 


88 


3 


6 


5 


275 


399 


1 


4 


18 


422 



Onnge Coast College 



1987 


UC 


16 


28 


0 


4 


0 


217 


265 


2 


6 


7 


280 




CSU 


46 


127 


6 


5 


14 


596 


794 


15 


9 


27 


845 


1983 


UC 


17 


31 


2 


0 


3 


196 


249 


2 


5 


6 


262 




CSU 


46 


89 


6 


7 


12 


606 


766 


11 


6 


34 


817 



CottefB or the Sequoiaa Cooainaity GoUefB District 
Collefe of the Sequoias 



1967 


UC 


4 


3 


0 


1 


1 


29 


38 


1 


0 


0 


39 




CSU 


47 


5 


3 


4 


2 


231 


292 


10 


1 


8 


311 


1988 


UC 


4 


3 


1 


0 


2 


34 


44 


4 


0 


1 


49 




CSU 


43 


7 


6 


2 


4 


256 


318 


13 


2 


20 


353 



Comptoo Coaniiaitjr GoUefB District 
ComptOQ Cominuoity College 



UC 


0 


0 


3 


0 


0 


0 


3 


0 


1 


0 


4 


CSU 


6 


0 


64 


0 


0 


10 


80 


0 


11 


2 


93 


UC 


1 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


2 


0 


2 


0 


4 


CSU 


5 


2 


45 


0 


0 


4 


56 


2 


5 


4 


67 



Appendix B, continued 



GoUege, Amexicw ^k»- .4o Gnad 

Year, HiipMic Anam Btock RUpino lodtm White Sub^otai Other Readcnt Rapooie Toul 



Joatn QMte Gomanaitf GollefB Diittici 
CoatnCoittCoUeie 



1987 


UC 


0 


5 


6 


2 


0 


11 


24 


0 


4 


2 


30 




CSU 


12 


14 


27 • 


6 


1 


43 


103 


3 


3 


6 


115 


1988 


UC 


1 


1 


5 


1 


0 


8 


16 


0 


6 


0 


22 




CSU 


11 


14 


25 


4 


3 


54 


111 


4 


3 


13 


131 



Diablo Valley Colkfe 



1987 


UC 


12 


27 


4 


7 


5 


189 


244 


1 


7 


8 


260 




CSU 


33 


39 


17 


10 


6 


581 


686 


14 


6 


33 


739 


1988 


UC 


18 


32 


4 


7 


5 


226 


292 


2 


4 


9 


307 




CSU 


47 


50 


27 


19 


7 


649 


799 


16 


6 


52 


873 



Loe Medaaoi CoUefe 



1987 


UC 


3 


1 


0 


0 


0 


11 


15 


1 


0 


2 


18 




CSU 


6 


1 


5 


1 


1 


56 


70 


0 


0 


3 


73 


1988 


UC 


1 


4 


0 


1 


0 


11 


17 


0 


0 


0 


17 




CSU 


10 


2 


8 


3 


0 


51 


74 


1 


1 


5 


81 



B Ciaiao Goaamity Colkfe District 
El Cinino CoUefe 



1987 


UC 


14 


22 


11 


2 


0 


61 


110 


0 


8 


5 


123 




CSU 


74 


108 


95 


15 


4 


449 


745 


9 


10 


30 


794 


1988 


UC 


16 


30 


8 


2 


0 


80 


136 


1 


7 


4 


148 




CSU 


72 


111 


88 


18 


8 


406 


703 


17 


14 


46 


780 



Fcatber River Commuiuty CoUefe Diitrict 
Feather River CoUefe 



1987 


UC 


1 


0 


1 


0 


0 


2 


4 


0 


0 


0 


4 




CSU 


0 


0 


2 


0 


0 


15 


17 


1 


0 


1 


19 


1988 


UC 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 


1 


0 


0 


0 


1 




CSU 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 


15 


16 


0 


0 


0 


16 



PoothiU-De Aesa Caomnuiitjr CoUefB Diitrkt 
De Anza CoUefe 



1987 UC 


7 


39 


1 


0 


1 


59 


107 


4 


7 


5 


123 


CSU 


27 


105 


14 


10 


4 


426 


586 


15 


9 


31 


641 


1988 UC 


11 


51 


5 


1 


3 


88 


159 


1 


13 


5 


178 


CSU 


50 


117 


15 


29 


3 


525 


739 


14 


15 


51 


819' 


hill CoUefe 
























1987 UC 


4 


11 


3 


1 


0 


73 


92 


0 


9 


5 


106 


CSU 


21 


31 


8 


4 


0 


224 


288 


5 


15 


22 


330 


1988 UC 


3 


9 


2 


0 


0 


82 


96 


2 


4 


3 


105 


CSU 


20 


23 


17 


1 


2 


251 


314 


7 


16 


28 


365 



ERIC 



57 



Appendix B, continued 



Dittiicti 

GolkiB, Americn Noo- No Gnnd 

Ycif; WKpnk Amm Bhck Rlipino IndiM White SitMotit Other Readcot Reipoqie Total 



Ohk»ttCone|i 



1987 


UC 


2 


8 


0 


1 


3 


15 


29 


0 


2 


0 


31 




csu 


22 


19 


8 


U 


3 


159 


222 


3 


3 


9 


237 


198S 


UC 


3 


8 


1 


0 


1 


20 


33 


1 


2 


4 


40 




csu 


22 


21 


5 


8 


4 


184 


244 


8 


9 


11 


272 



Gmnkm Join Cwinitj CdlkfB Dtotikt 
GcvUaa CoOegi 



1987 


UC 


2 


0 


0 


0 


0 


7 


9 


0 


1 


0 


10 




CSU 


19 


5 


0 


3 


0 


73 


100 


1 


1 


4 


106 


1988 


UC 


5 


0 


0 


0 


0 


8 


13 


0 


1 


0 


14 




CSU 


20 


2 


0 


1 


0 


52 


75 


2 


3 


8 


88 



Glendile CosflUHH^ CoQe^ Diitrict 
Glendak Commuatty CoUcfe 



1987 


UC 


7 


8 


1 


2 


0 


31 


49 


0 


3 


0 


52 




CSU 


44 


35 


7 


11 


6 


206 


309 


19 


28 


13 


369 


1988 


UC 


11 


10 


1 


1 


4 


29 


56 


1 


6 


1 


64 




csu 


39 


33 


12 


16 


3 


182 


285 


17 


23 


13 


338 



Gronoot GooMiity CbOefB Dtekt 
Cuytmaca ColkfB 



1967 


UC 


1 


0 


0 


0 


0 


3 


4 


0 


1 


0 


5 




CSU 


4 


3 


0 


1 


0 


29 


37 


2 


2 


2 


43 


1988 


UC 


2 


0 


0 


0 


0 


2 


4 


0 


0 


0 


4 




CSU 


3 


3 


1 


0 


1 


19 


27 


1 


0 


3 


31 



Groamoiit CoUe|B 



1987 


UC 


7 


4 


0 


1 


0 


48 


60 


0 


1 


1 


62 




CSU 


43 


21 


12 


7 


10 


398 


491 


8 


5 


24 


528 


i988 


UC 


4 


2 


1 


0 


2 


45 


54 


2 


2 


1 


59 




CSU 


38 


18 


11 


11 


1 


410 


489 


9 


19 


29 


546 



Haitiwa Connaity CoOefe Dtitikt 
HaftneU CoUcfe 



UC 


8 


1 


0 


0 


0 


13 


22 


2 


1 


1 


26 


csu 


36 


10 


5 


8 


1 


109 


169 


7 


0 


5 


181 


UC 


10 


2 


1 


2 


1 


16 


32 


1 


1 


2 


36 


csu 


40 


12 


5 


9 


1 


131 


198 


7 


5 


6 


216 



Imperial Coaamuaily CoOefe Dietrict 
Imperial Valley Cblkfe 

1987 UC 11 1 0 0 0 2 14 1 0 0 15 
CSU 571 00032901 0 293 

1988 UC 8 2 0 0 0 0 10 1 0 0 11 
CSU 551 1 1 3 39 97 3 0 2 102 



er|cb 



Appendix B, continued 



ColkfB, 



HhpMic 



AmeiicM 

Btock Fflipitto Indkn Whin Sub-toUl Other 



Noo- No Gnad 
Rttident Retpome Total 



Ti II nwMirj rnrirjr riitiirt 
Bakoifield CoOeie 



1987 


UC 


1 


5 


. 0 


0 


1 


20 


27 


0 


0 


0 


27 




CSU 


41 


8 


13 


4 


2 


264 


332 


5 


2 


12 


351 


1988 


UC 


4 


0 


0 


0 


0 


14 


18 


0 


0 


1 


19 




CSU 


50 


11 


15 


4 


8 


305 


393 


8 


2 


16 


419 



Gem CcMO Commuiuty CoUtfe 



1987 


UC 


1 


1 


0 


0 


0 


9 


11 


0 


0 


0 


11 




CSU 


2 


1 


0 


1 


0 


27 


31 


3 


0 


2 


36 


1988 


UC 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


7 


8 


0 


0 


0 


8 




CSU 


0 


0 


2 


0 


0 


31 


33 


0 


0 


1 


34 



Portefville Coikfe 



1987 


UC 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 


3 


4 


0 


0 


0 


4 




CSU 


10 


2 


1 


1 


1 


65 


80 


1 


0 


1 


82 


1988 


UC 


1 


0 


0 


0 


1 


5 


7 


0 


0 


1 


8 




CSU 


11 


1 


2 


0 


0 


41 


55 


1 


1 


c 


57 



Lafci Tihn Coanaily GoIIb|b Dtekt 
Lalce Tahot Commimity ColtefB 



1987 


UC 


1 


0 


0 


0 


0 


3 


4 


0 


0 


0 


4 




CSU 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


15 


15 


1 


0 


0 


16 


1988 


UC 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


3 


3 


0 


0 


0 


3 




CSU 


1 


0 


0 


1 


0 


16 


18 


1 


0 


2 


21 



La«ea Coouraaity CoOefB Dktrict 
Lasiea ColkfB 



1987 


UC 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 


4 


5 


0 


0 


0 


5 




CSU 


4 


1 


0 


0 


1 


43 


49 


0 


1 


1 


51 


1988 


UC 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


4 


4 


0 


0 


0 


4 




CSU 


0 


0 


3 


0 


0 


41 


44 


1 


1 


1 


47 



Loof Beach GoauBoaity CoUcfe Diitikt 
Long Beach Gty ColkfB 



1987 


UC 


4 


9 


6 


0 


0 


27 


46 


1 


0 


2 


49 




CSU 


38 


76 


44 


13 


12 


301 


484 


11 


2 


27 


524 


1988 


UC 


7 


8 


5 


0 


1 


38 


59 


1 


0 


0 


60 




CSU 


36 


73 


43 


23 


5 


267 


447 


10 


4 


27 


488 



Lot Anfeka Commvnity Coikfe Diftnct 
East Loe Anfeks College 



1987 


UC 


25 


9 


0 


0 


1 


0 


35 


0 


7 


0 


42 




CSU 


170 


68 


10 


4 


2 


29 


283 


7 


24 


15 


329 


1988 


UC 


35 


7 


0 


1 


0 


3 


46 


0 


7 


1 


54 




CSU 


122 


49 


3 


1 


1 


12 


188 


5 


23 


12 


228 



67 



59 



Appendix B, continued 



GoOef^ Anericu Noo- No Grand 

Yen; MtpMic Abm Mack Pmpino IndiM Whif Sub^otai Other Rer*'^ Rapcaie Total 

Lot Anyitoa aty GottefB 



1987 UC 


8 


15 


3 


4 


1 


15 


46 


1 


4 


2 


53 


csu 


61 


75 


56 


U 


0 


62 


266 


8 


26 


16 


316 


im UC 


8 


17 


4 


3 


0 


20 


52 


0 


0 


0 


52 


csu 


60 


54 


58 


11 


' 1 


60 


244 


u 


21 


27 


304 



Lot Aiifte Haibor CoUtfB 

1987 UC 
CSU 

1988 UC 

CSU 

Lot Aafekt Minioii CoUe|t 

1987 UC 
CSU 

1988 UC 
CSU 



5 


1 


1 


2 


0 


15 


24 


0 


1 


0 


25 


27 


17 


40 


9 


2 


121 


216 


5 


4 


11 


236 


I 


5 


4 


1 


0 


16 


27 


0 


0 


0 


27 


35 


17 


30 


13 


1 


;07 


203 


4 


4 


22 


233 



2 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


2 


0 


0 


0 


2 


6 


0 


1 


1 


2 


11 


21 


0 


1 


1 


23 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 


1 


0 


A 
U 


1 


2 


17 


1 


3 


0 


0 


16 


37 


2 


2 


2 


43 



Lot Anfekt Pkfce CoUege 



1987 


UC 


8 


8 


0 


1 


0 


44 


61 


0 


2 


3 


66 




CSU 


27 


60 


10 


9 


8 


430 


544 


16 


18 


27 


605 


1988 


UC 


5 


9 


2 


1 


2 


62 


81 


0 


7 


2 


90 




CSU 


37 


49 


12 


5 


4 


464 


571 


10 


14 


44 


639 



Lot An|det Southwttt CoUege 

1987 UC 0 0 
CSU 1 0 

1988 UC 0 0 
CSU 0 1 



1 


0 


0 


0 


41 


0 


0 


2 


1 


0 


0 


0 


51 


0 


0 


5 



1 0 0 0 1 

44 1 1 5 51 

1 0 0 0 1 

57 1 0 3 61 



Lot Anfelct Tiade-Techmcal CoUegff 



UC 


0 


0 


2 


0 


0 


0 


2 


0 


0 


0 


2 


csu 


15 


17 


63 


1 


1 


8 


105 


0 


1 


2 


108 


UC 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 


1 


2 


0 


0 


0 


2 


csu 


21 


13 


34 


3 


1 


3 


75 


1 


3 


5 


84 



Lot Anfelct Valley CoUeie 



UC 


8 


6 


2 


2 


0 


45 


63 


0 


2 


1 


66 


csu 


52 


39 


20 


3 


0 


279 


393 


16 


7 


29 


445 


UC 


11 


13 


2 


1 


2 


52 


81 


2 


3 


3 


89 


csu 


54 


47 


23 


13 


2 


241 


380 


17 


9 


39 


445 



I 



Appe.Aix B, continued 



Dteict. 



Yctf , Hiipiak Aiin 


Black 


FlUpiao 


Amcncafi 
Indian 


White 


Sub-total 


Other 


Noo- 
IMduit 


No 
Response 


Gmnd 
Total 


aadScfDMfll 

West Los Aafekt CbUefi 
























19r UC 


1 


4 


6 


1 


0 


6 


18 


0 


0 


0 


18 


csu 


5 


8 


64 


0 


1 


20 


98 


2 


4 


6 


110 


ion [TP 


3 


11 


4 


1 


0 


7 


26 


0 


0 


2 


28 


CSU 


5 


10 


61 


1 


0 


27 


104 


6 


4 


h 


122 


f nf fins Tn— ■■itj Ci ifli 


VtDterict 




















Affleaotti Riwnr CoUefi 
























19S7 UC 


15 


22 


5 


3 


4 


108 


157 


2 


1 


5 


165 


CSU 


43 


38 


20 


9 


21 


536 


667 


15 


5 


31 


718 


1968 UC 


19 


19 


6 


3 


6 


144 


197 


1 


2 


3 


203 


CSU 


31 


3$ 


21 


7 


10 


5*>0 


694 


15 


4 


50 


763 


CosufflBcs River CoUege 
























1987 UC 


1 


7 


2 


1 


2 


13 


26 


2 


0 


0 


28 


CSU 


8 


7 


19 


3 


1 


94 


132 


1 


1 


9 


143 


1988 UC 


2 


2 


3 


0 


1 


22 


30 


1 


0 


1 


32 


CSU 


9 


11 


9 


4 


1 


119 


153 


3 


0 


13 


169 


SacnmeiitoGtx Colkfe 
























1987 UC 


11 


41 


4 


1 


1 


50 


108 


4 


4 


0 


116 


CSU 


48 


84 


38 


3 


8 


236 


417 


12 


29 


19 


477 


1968 UC 


18 


45 


9 


2 


0 


58 


132 


1 


5 


3 


141 


CSU 


52 


89 


33 


9 


7 


277 


467 


13 


38 


41 


559 



Mafici Coaauaity Colkfe Distxict 
CoUege of Maxia 

1987 UC 2 2 0 
CSU 3 8 10 

1988 UC 3 2 0 
CSU 11 9 7 

Indaaa Valley CoUefe (Cosed 1985) 

1987 UC 0 0 0 

CSU 0 1 0 

1968 UC 0 0 0 

CSU 0 0 0 



73 
171 

61 
177 



0 
14 

0 
9 



79 
194 

68 
205 



0 
15 
0 
9 



3 
16 

0 
14 



83 
225 

72 
225 



1 

16 
0 
10 



Mcn dociDO-Lake CoouBuaity CbUege District 
Meodocino College 

1987 UC 10 0 0 
CSU 10 0 0 

1988 UC 0 0 0 0 
CSU 2 10 0 



3 

39 
5 

39 



4 
41 
5 

44 



4 

42 
5 

47 



ERLC 



Si) 



61 



Appendix B, continued 



AmcricM Non. No Gxand 

HiiPMic A mm Btock Pilipino Indian White SutMoUl Other Reridcnt RespotMC Total 



MefeadCoOtyi 
1987 UC 

CSV 

im UC 
csu 



4 
24 

6 
2S 



1 


0 


0 


0 


11 


16 


0 


2 


0 


18 


6 


17 


1 


3 


167 


218 


u 


9 


9 


248 


0 


0 


0 


.1 


13 


20 


0 


0 


0 


20 


15 


19 


3 


0 


150 


2U 


9 


12 


9 


242 



Mha Cona Cn—M^ij CoOcy Dktrict 
Mira Coita Coikp 

1987 UC 2 1 
CSU 10 2 

1988 UC 2 3 
CSU 6 1 



1 
7 
2 
3 

Dtekt 



Moolevcjr 
Mooteitf Ptetnaula Colkfi 

1987 UC 
CSU 

1988 UC 
CSU 



MtSmAattMiorn—wityCdOcyDktrict 
MtSaa Antonio CoUofD 



Mt San ladniD Coomiutitx Cblkfe Dktiict 
Mt SanJadatoCoUefe 

1987 UC 0 0 

CSU 6 1 

1968 UC 4 1 

CSU 10 1 



Napa VaOey C;amv«^ 
NapaVUJeyC6Ua|e 

1987 UC 
CSU 

1988 UC 
CSU 



ikfeDtitnct 



0 
6 
2 
11 



Mofth OianiB County Comnranity CbUefe Otttrict 
Cypittt Coltcfe 



1987 UC 
CSU 

1988 UC 

CSU 



3 
35 
4 

33 



6 

49 

10 



ERJC 



2 


4 


2 


1 


3 


19 


8 


4 


2 


1 


1 


2 


4 


15 


15 


6 



UC 


14 


7 


4 


4 


CSU 


98 


42 


34 


24 


UC 


25 


6 


3 


1 


CSU 


106 


48 


27 


20 



M 


24 


0 


1 


0 


25 


70 


90 


3 


1 


2 


96 


18 


26 


0 


0 


0 


26 


77 


87 


4 


0 


7 


98 


36 


46 


1 


4 


1 


52 


92 


130 


6 


4 


5 


14S 


39 


48 


1 


5 


4 


58 


121 


165 


6 


2 


14 


187 


27 


57 


0 


4 


0 


61 


294 


496 


13 


16 


25 


550 


19 


54 


1 


3 


1 


59 


281 


489 


14 


20 


25 


548 


12 


U 


1 


1 


0 


14 


38 


47 


3 


0 


2 


52 


5 


10 


0 


0 


2 


12 


50 


67 


2 


0 


3 


72 


20 


23 


0 


3 


1 


27 


110 


128 


2 


0 


8 


138 


22 


25 


0 


2 


0 


27 


101 


124 


3 


1 


7 


135 



0 


1 


0 


20 


30 


0 


2 


1 


33 


2 


7 


4 


268 


365 


11 


5 


14 


395 


1 


0 


1 


16 


32 


1 


3 


0 


36 


4 


6 


1 


242 


331 


6 


5 


14 


356 



70 



Appendix B, continued 



Dtekt, 

CoOeyB, AffMSfkM Noo- No Grand 

Ye», HkpMk AriM Btock PilipMio Indiatt White SulMotti Other Reiidettt RatpoMC Toul 



Fulknoa CoUeft 



1987 


UC 


7 


7 


1 


1 


0 


35 


51 


0 


1 


2 


54 




csu 


58 


59 


to 


11 


8 


475 


621 


11 


10 


27 


669 


1988 


UC 


3 


U 


3 


. 0 


1 


37 


56 


0 


2 


0 


58 




csu 


87 


66 


9 


6 


5 


479 


652 


10 


2 


32 


696 



Pllo VM» CoMMMi^ CbUtfi DMct 
Pik>VerdtCblk|i 



1987 


UC 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


2 


2 


0 


0 


0 


2 




CSU 


3 


2 


0 


0 


0 


7 


U 


0 


0 


0 


U 


1988 


UC 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


4 


4 


0 


0 


0 


4 




csu 


3 


0 


0 


0 


0 


3 


6 


0 


0 


0 


6 



PiioinarCoUcfB 



1987 


UC 


2 


8 


0 


1 


0 


ao 


91 


1 


2 


5 


99 




CSU 


26 


18 


3 


2 


5 


331 


385 


8 


5 


14 


412 


1988 


UC 


6 


8 


2 


1 


0 


67 


84 


1 


4 


6 


95 




csu 


33 


11 


5 


4 


1 


351 


405 


4 


8 


21 


438 



Phndeat Am Commoattx ColkfB Diitxkt 
PuadeniCityCoUefe 



UC 


23 


25 


5 


1 


csu 


69 




30 


14 


UC 


34 


29 


4 


0 


csu 


77 


.25 


56 


13 



Penlu Commwiity C>k«c Diftnct 
CoUeie of Alameda 



UC 


2 


5 


11 


1 


csu 


6 


8 


37 


4 


UC 


0 


4 


11 


0 


csu 


7 


17 


43 


3 



1 


87 


142 


3 


10 


6 


161 


3 


307 


571 


U 


42 


31 


656 


1 


61 


119 


2 


17 


3 


141 


5 


241 


517 


16 


42 


40 


615 


0 


11 


30 


0 


7 


1 


38 


1 


34 


90 


4 




3 


100 


0 


14 


29 


0 


1 


2 


32 


1 


35 


106 


3 


3 


8 


120 



Laney CoUege 
1987 UC 

CSU 
1968 UC 

CSU 



4 


15 


12 


1 


0 


24 


56 


0 


7 


5 


68 


4 


31 


42 


4 


4 


37 


122 


6 


3 


9 


140 


5 


16 


6 


1 


2 


40 


70 


0 


3 


3 


76 


9 


37 


59 


6 


0 


38 


149 


1 


6 


11 


167 



Merritt College 

1987 UC 
CSU 

1988 UC 
CSU 



1 


15 


7 


0 


1 


23 


47 


2 


1 


4 


54 


7 


37 


27 


2 


0 


45 


118 


2 


2 


6 


128 


2 


6 


3 


1 


0 


18 


30 


0 


1 


2 


33 


7 


39 


35 


2 


1 


23 


107 


3 


1 


15 


126 



Appendix B, continued 



AmokMi Nqo- Mo Grmd 





nMpiniP 


Alias BiKk 


Fntpioo Ii 




White 


Sub-total 


Other 


Rnadent 


RCRXXMC 


Total 


ml StfiBut 
















































19S7 UC 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


1 


CSU 


0 


0 


2 


0 


0 


2 


4 


0 


0 


0 


4 


1988 UC 


0 


0 


1 


0 


q 


6 


7 


0 


0 


1 


8 


CSU 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


10 


10 


0 


0 


2 


12 


























SanaAMCoOefe 
























1987 UC 


6 


U 


1 


1 


0 


21 


41 


1 


3 


1 


46 


CSU 


40 


68 


u 


3 


5 


153 


281 


4 


21 


14 


320 


1968 UC 


12 


13 


0 


3 


1 


27 


56 


0 


3 


2 


61 


CSU 


36 


72 


11 


3 


4 


196 


322 


4 


22 


8 


3S6 






Dittkt 




















CoUcfBoTtlM RMhroodi 






















1987 UC 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


8 


8 


0 


0 


0 


8 


CSU 


7 


4 


3 


0 


7 


189 


210 


7 


1 


18 


236 


1988 UC 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


17 


17 


1 


0 


0 


18 


CSU 


U 


1 


4 


0 


11 


188 


216 


2 


1 


22 


241 


Rk) Hoado CoauBuaity CbncfD Dtetrict 




















Rio Hondo CoOcfe 
























1987 UC 


5 


3 


1 


0 


0 


7 


16 


0 


1 


0 


17 


CSU 


83 


27 


2 


0 


2 


75 


189 


10 


23 


8 


230 


1968 UC 


12 


2 


0 


0 


0 


3 


17 


0 


0 


0 


17 


CSU 


109 


22 


1 


3 


0 


78 


213 


7 


14 


7 


241 



Rj^nide Coouiuiiitf CblkfB Dtefict 
Rivcnide Community CoUep 



UC 


6 


3 


7 


1 


2 


75 


94 


0 


4 


0 


96 


CSU 


20 


21 


25 


5 


4 


249 


324 


6 


5 


10 


345 


UC 


11 


10 


5 


2 


4 


87 


119 


0 


2 


7 


128 


CSU 


27 


10 


34 


3 


1 


256 


331 


4 


5 


12 


352 



SMidkback Gommuaity Culkfe Dteict 
Ifvine Valley CoUcfe (ance 1965) 



1987 UC 


0 


13 


1 


3 


0 


34 


51 


0 


1 


0 


52 




CSU 


1 


5 


0 


0 


0 


34 


40 


0 


2 


0 


42 




1988 UC 


3 


4 


1 


1 


1 


19 


29 


0 


2 


1 


32 




CSU 


4 


4 


0 


1 


2 


25 


36 


3 


0 


2 


41 




Saddleback CoUefe 


























1987 UC 


13 


16 


1 


1 


1 


133 


165 


0 


3 


7 


175 


• 


CSU 


23 


16 


3 


4 


2 


365 


413 


11 


5 


24 


453 




1968 UC 


11 


9 


3 


0 


0 


110 


133 


1 


2 


3 


139 




CSU 


32 


18 


6 


5 


8 


417 


486 


8 


1 


24 


519 





ERIC 



7^ 



Appendix B, continued 



Dittnct^ 



Aaeiicu 



No 



Giaiid 



Yew. HiiiM* 


Aaaa Black 


FiUpuio I 


Bdiaa 


White 


Sub-total 


Other 


Reaideat 


Respooae 


Toad 






























lUeiiDktxict 




















Ciaftos Hyk CoUefB 
























19S7 UC 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


8 


9 


0 


0 


1 


10 


CSU 


7 


3 


4 


0 


1 


74 


89 


1 


0 


7 


97 


1988 UC 


1 


1 


1 


0 


0 


14 


17 


0 


1 


2 


20 


CSU 


8 


1 


4 


' 0 


2 


91 


106 


3 


0 


5 


114 


San Benaidiao Valley CoUefB 






















1987 UC 


3 


0 


1 


0 


0 


19 


23 


1 


0 


1 


25 


CSU 


58 


18 


29 


3 


5 


157 


270 


4 


11 


9 


294 


1988 UC 


2 


1 


4 


0 


0 


9 


16 


0 


0 


1 


17 


CSU 


37 


14 


32 


2 


1 


168 


2S4 


ff 


8 


9 


277 


San Diey Co—unit jpCoOcfB 


Dtatrict 




















SanDiefoOtyCoUefe 
























19r7 UC 


7 


6 


6 


2 


0 


21 


42 


1 


4 


1 


48 


CSU 


35 


16 


35 


8 


2 


94 


190 


7 


5 


19 


221 


1968 UC 


11 


3 


2 


0 


1 


19 


36 


1 


3 


1 


41 


CSU 


28 


33 


42 


7 


4 


132 


246 


4 


9 


12 


271 


SanDiefoMenCoUefe 
























1987 UC 


17 


16 


6 


7 


5 


83 


134 


2 


4 


3 


143 


CSU 


44 


33 


16 


24 


3 


360 


480 


8 


4 


27 


519 


1988 UC 


16 


23 


4 


7 


2 


109 


161 


1 


2 


3 


167 


CSU 


46 


48 


16 


20 


7 


351 


488 


8 


7 


34 


537 


San Diefo Mininar CbUefc 






















1987 UC 


1 


1 


1 


2 


0 


5 


10 


0 


0 


0 


10 


CSU 


3 


1 


2 


0 


0 


29 


35 


1 


0 


2 


38 


1968 UC 


1 


1 


0 


1 


0 


4 


7 


0 


1 


0 


8 


CSU 


0 


3 


2 


3 


0 


24 


32 


0 


0 


1 


33 


Sao i^uiom CoouLiaity CoUefe Diitx^ 




















City College of Sa>*. Praadsco 
























U 


72 


7 


5 


0 


50 


146 


0 


6 


8 


160 


CSU 


46 


298 


56 


40 


2 


144 


586 


19 


35 


50 


690 


1968 UC 


9 


52 


5 


4 


2 


59 


131 


1 


15 


9 


156 


CSU 


53 


310 


51 


49 


4 


2U 


679 


21 


39 


71 


810 


San Jonquin Delta Community CoUe|e Dteict 


















San Joaquin Delu CoUe^e 
























1987 UC 


16 


8 


1 


3 


1 


43 


72 


• 2 


1 


3 


78 


CSU 


48 


57 


12 


13 


12 


288 


430 


6 


10 


20 


466 


1968 UC 


17 


12 


3 


1 


2 


54 


89 


0 


2 


2 


93 


CSU 


57 


44 


20 


13 


9 


350 


493 


7 


12 


40 


552 



ERIC 



65 



Appendix B, continued 



Dktriet, 

Amcikui Noo. No Gnud 

Year, Hinntlr Aaam Black Pilipuio Indiaa White SutMody Ott^ Readcnt Respoaie ToaJ 



SMJonCoMMttyColtepDittiict 
EvdHMtt VaJlejr CoUe^D 



19S7 UC 


3 


2 


0 


4 


1 


3 


13 


0 


1 


0 


14 


CSU 


24 


37 


10 


9 


* 3 


58 


141 


4 


3 


9 


157 


1988 UC 


2 


7 


0 


0 


0 


6 


15 


0 


0 


2 


17 


CSU 


23 


48 


10 


18 


2 


63 


174 


8 


3 


11 


196 


SiaJQMGtyColbse 
























1987 UC 


0 


1 


0 


0 


1 


3 


5 


0 


0 


0 


5 




23 


20 


16 


4 


6 


114 


193 


4 


3 


10 


210 


1968 UC* 


1 


6 


1 


1 


1 


7 


17 


0 


0 


0 


17 


CSU 


27 


27 


22 


2 


3 


109 


190 


6 


5 


11 


212 


Sta Luii Obiipo Coyaty C (Mniify CoUcy Dktiict 


















CuestaCbUegB 
























1987 UC 


2 


0 


0 


0 


0 


22 


24 


0 


1 


0 


25 


CSU 


9 


3 


0 


6 


4 


171 


193 


4 


0 


9 


205 


1988 UC 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 


26 


27 


0 


0 


1 


28 


CSU 


13 


3 


1 


2 


0 


178 


197 


5 


2 


6 


210 



Saa MMeo Coaaty GoauBoaity GoOafp Dktiict 
OuuulaCoUefe 



1967 UC 


4 


4 


3 


0 


1 


14 


26 


0 


2 


1 


29 


CSU 


14 


7 


8 


3 


1 


86 


119 


3 


10 


5 


137 


1968 UC 


2 


1 


0 


0 


1 


11 


15 


0 


3 


0 


18 


CSU 


12 


8 


10 


0 


2 


80 


112 


4 


7 


8 


131 


Collcfe of Saa Mateo 
























1987 UC 


3 


19 


0 


3 


0 


65 


90 


1 


3 


2 


96 


CSU 


34 


51 


9 


17 


1 


333 


445 


10 


8 


30 


493 


1968 UC 


15 


19 


1 


4 


0 


75 


114 


2 


6 


2 


124 


CSU 


42 


47 


11 


14 


2 


327 


443 


13 


6 


44 


506 


Skyttne Colkfe 
























1987 UC 


6 


2 


1 


2 


0 


10 


21 


0 


2 


0 


23 


csu' 


28 


12 


12 


13 


2 


83 


150 


3 


13 


14 


180 


1968 UC 


3 


6 


0 


2 


1 


6 


18 


1 


0 


0 


19 


CSU 


33 


23 


10 


15 


3 


74 


158 


8 


7 


20 


193 


Saata BartMia Coaianiaity Cdllegc Diatriu 




















Sanu Baxban Gty Cbllefe 
























1987 UC 


33 


12 


2 


2 


3 


237 


289 


5 


8 


7 


309 


CSU 


!4 


3 


4 


2 


2 


171 


201 


3 


2 


8 


214 


1968 UC 


24 


10 


3 


2 


6 


210 


255 


2 


4 


12 


273 


CSU 


17 


2 


6 


1 


2 


186 


214 


4 


1 


12 


231 



Appendix B, continued 



Dtttrid; 

ColkfB, Ameiicu hkMi- No Gmad 

Year, HitpMk Amm Black raipino Indiaft White SutMoUl Otto Rwdcnt Raponie Total 



Saata ante Gomanaity GoOeiB Dittiict 
CoUc|B of tlM Caa]fOot 



19S7 


uc 


1 


3 


0 


0 


0 


9 


13 


0 


1 


1 


15 




csu 


10 


2 


- 1 


3 


0 


90 


106 


3 


1 


11 


121 


im 


uc 


1 


1 


0 


0 


0 


13 


15 


0 


1 


2 


18 




csu 


8 


2 


4 


0 


4 


103 


Ul 


2 


1 


9 


133 



Saata MoaiBa Coannai^ CoflflfB Diitfkt 
Sanu Moaka CoUefe 



1987 UC 


19 


30 


14 


4 


4 


191 


262 


4 


31 


5 


302 


CSU 


37 


53 


50 


6 


3 


286 


435 


14 


29 


26 


504 


1988 UC 


32 


39 


17 


5 


1 


222 


316 


0 


30 


7 


353 


CSU 


4S 


54 


59 


10 


6 


275 


449 


15 


40 


26 


530 



SlHHl»TtiMBn»Triaiif Joiat Goa«aitjr Gollc|i 
Shaita Cdilefi 



1987 


UC 


1 


0 


0 


0 


0 


17 


18 


1 


0 


0 


19 




CSU 


8 


4 


3 


1 


8 


285 


309 


2 


0 


13 


324 


1988 


uc 


2 


0 


1 


0 


1 


19 


23 


0 


0 


0 


23 




csu 


6 


3 


1 


1 


3 


261 


275 


4 


0 


10 


289 



Skm Joiat GoauMiaitv CoOefB Diitfict 
Siena CoOefe 



1987 


UC 


2 


1 


0 


0 


0 


41 


44 


0 


1 


1 


46 




CSU 


16 


9 


0 


1 


14 


314 


354 


0 


1 


19 


374 


1968 


UC 


2 


1 


0 


1 


2 


62 


68 


0 


0 


1 


69 




CSU 


18 


6 


2 


0 


4 


335 


365 


3 


0 


21 


389 



SiikiyDa Joint Cnmmunity CoMcy Diatrict 
Cbllefe of the Sisldyout 



1987 


UC 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


8 


9 


0 


0 


0 


9 




CSU 


2 


0 


2 


0 


0 


44 


48 


1 


2 


0 


51 


1988 


uc 


0 


0 


0 


1 


0 


8 


9 


0 


0 


0 


9 




csu 


7 


0 


3 


0 


0 


45 


55 


1 


1 


2 


59 



Solaao CottBty Community Colkfe Pittrict 
SoUno Community CoUcge 



1987 


UC 


1 


2 


2 


2 


1 


3" 


41 


0 


0 


0 


41 




CSU 


4 


9 


14 


12 


4 


117 


160 


5 


1 


8 


174 


1988 


UC 


2 


4 


2 


4 


0 


32 


44 


0 


0 


1 


45 




CSU 


13 


7 


17 


17 


2 


108 


164 


3 


0 


16 


183 



Sonoma County Conunuai [y CoUcfc Diftrict 
^%ntM Rosa Junior Collefe 



UC 


4 


4 


1 


1 


1 


70 


81 


0 


3 


3 


87 


csu 


24 


18 


12 


3 


14 


551 


622 


11 


6 


36 


675 


uc 


3 


1 


0 


0 


1 


104 


109 


1 


2 


6 


118 


csu 


42 


13 




4 


6 


509 


583 


4 


2 


46 


635 



75 



67 



Appendix B, continued 



Dtekt, 



CoOefi, 

Yctt, Hkpuuc 


Abu Stock 


Filipino 


Anencn 
Indiaa 


White 


Sub-toCii 


Other 


Noo- 
Reiideiit 1 


No 


Gfiod 
Total 


mil Itymm 






















^ »' #^^M 






















ChalMC CoUefs 






















1987 UC 10 


11 


1 


8 


0 


66 


96 


1 

A 


1 
1 


A 




CSU 48 


50 


27 


27 


•6 


298 


456 


8 


4 


16 


484 


1988 UC 7 


9 


2 


3 


1 


50 


72 


4 


4 


5 




CSU 49 


46 


32 


28 


5 


325 


485 


16 


6 


24 




SovtkwHm CoMMMily CoOei 












































1987 UC 13 


3 


1 


10 


0 


U 


39 


0 


1 


1 


41 


CSU 87 


11 


11 


32 


7 


123 


271 


6 


5 


11 


293 


1988 UC 9 


3 


1 


3 


1 


17 


34 


0 


1 


0 


35 


CSU 80 


15 


14 


45 


1 


117 


272 


6 


6 


to 


294 


State Cnier CoBOMHty CbOecB Dteict 




















FresaoGtyCdltefe 






















1987 UC 5 


5 


3 


0 


0 


17 


30 


0 


1 


2 


33 


CSU 148 


52 


28 


4 


U 


421 


665 


16 


7 


33 


721 


1988 UC 7 


1 


2 


0 


3 


21 


34 


0 


0 


0 


34 


CSU 114 


32 


38 


6 


11 


409 


610 


U 


19 


68 


709 



Kingi River Community CbUeie 

1987 UC 
CSU 

1988 UC 
CSU 

Vcatun CoMtjr Commaaitjr CbOcfe Dteict 
Moorpirk CoUe|e 

1987 UC 
CSU 

1988 UC 
CSU 



OxnardCoUeie 

1987 UC 
CSU 

1988 UC 
CSU 

VentuiaCbUeie 

1987 UC 
CSU 

1988 UC 
CSU 



0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


1 


29 


6 


1 


2 


1 


83 


122 


4 


1 


4 


131 


1 


1 


1 


0 


0 


3 


6 


0 


0 


0 


6 


24 


9 


0 


2 


2 


55 


92 


3 


0 


10 


105 



6 


5 


0 


2 


0 


49 


62 


0 


4 


1 


67 


24 


11 


2 


0 


7 


285 


J29 


5 


2 


21 


357 


8 


3 


1 


0 


0 


43 


55 


0 


2 


4 


61 


21 


U 


5 


1 


2 


312 


353 


3 


0 


16 


372 



3 


0 


0 


0 


0 


13 


16 


0 


0 


0 


16 


11 


5 


7 


0 


0 


13 


36 


0 


1 


0 


37 


3 


2 


1 


1 


0 


4 


11 


0 


2 


1 


14 


16 


6 


8 


5 


1 


21 


57 


0 


0 


6 


63 



19 


5 


2 


1 


1 


94 


122 


2 


34 


13 


2 


5 


1 


191 


246 


2 


23 


5 


0 


3 


2 


100 


133 


0 


52 


13 


8 


6 


3 


238 


320 


2 



1 1 126 

1 10 259 

1 2 136 

0 1ft idn 



Appendix B, continued 



ColkiB, Americn Nbo- No Gfand 

Y*"* Hi^pMfc Amm Black Rlipitto Indim White SutMocai Other Raideitt Rapome Totti 



Victor VaOqr Gomaity Oiileii Diitikt 
Victor ValkjrCoUeie 



1987 UC 


0 


1 


0 


0 


1 


7 


9 


n 

V 


0 


n 


0 


csu 


8 


1 


3 


2 


1 


84 


99 


2 


1 


6 


108 


1988 UC 


2 


1 


0 


0 


0 


7 


10 


0 


0 


0 


10 


CSU 


13 


0 


6 


2 


1 


81 


103 


1 


2 


0 


106 


"'ftlimirnMiaHj 




DlMrict 




















WeitHiUiColkfe 
























1987 UC 


2 


1 


0 


0 


0 


2 


< 


n 




A 
U 




CSU 


11 


2 


4 


2 


0 


45 


64 


1 


0 


4 


69 


1988 UC 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


2 


2 


0 


0 


0 


2 


CSU 


10 


2 


3 


0 


0 


38 


53 


1 


0 


5 


59 


West Kern Cbmaity 


GoOefB Distfict 




















TaftCottefB 
























1987 UC 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 


1 


0 


0 


0 


1 


CSU 


2 


2 


8 


0 


1 


38 


51 


0 


0 


0 


51 


1988 UC 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


2 


2 


0 


0 


0 


2 


CSU 


3 


0 


1 


0 


0 


36 


40 


1 


0 


0 


41 


Wert Vafley^flrtoa Tn— laily Cottcy Dteict 


















Minioa Colkfe 
























1987 UC 


0 


16 


0 


0 


0 


0 


16 


0 


0 


0 


16 


CSU 


16 


3S 


8 


7 


0 


56 


122 


3 


0 


3 


128 


1988 UC 


0 


4 


2 


1 


0 


2 


9 


0 


1 


1 


11 


CSU 


23 


46 


9 


12 


2 


62 


154 


6 


5 


12 


177 


West Valley College 
























1987 UC 


7 


7 


2 


0 


0 


54 


70 


0 


2 


1 


73 


CSU 


43 


62 


10 


8 


6 


429 


558 


8 


4 


37 


607 


1988 UC 


3 


22 


0 


0 


0 


33 


58 


1 


4 


1 


64 


CSU 


39 


45 


8 


5 


4 


408 


509 


7 


14 


37 


567 


YoKimte Gsaauaity Cblk|e Diitiict 




















Coluinlna Colkfe 
























1987 UC 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


6 


6 


0 


0 


0 


6 


CSU 


0 


1 


2 


0 


1 


35 


39 


1 


0 


5 


45 


1988 UC 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


6 


6 


0 


0 


0 


6 


CSU 


6 


0 


1 


0 


I 


39 


47 


0 


0 


2 


49 


Modesto Junior CoUefe 
























1987 UC 


3 


4 


1 


0 


0 


37 


45 


0 


0 


4 


49 


CSU 


42 


19 


5 


1 


3 


339 


409 


4 


3 


19 


435 


1988 UC 


5 


1 


0 


1 


0 


40 


47 


2 


0 


0 


49 


CSU 


41 


17 


3 


2 


9 


326 


398 


8 


3 


18 


427 



ERIC 



7: 

69 



Appendix B, continued 



Dtekt, 

"T^ ™WMC Amm Btock H lipiao IndiMi Whif SiilModJ Other Readcat lUipoMt Tocat 



0 2 20 

0 10 2U 

0 0 42 

2 13 234 



YubtCoOeii 
1987 UC 
CSU 
19B8 UC 
CSU 

Total 

1987 UC 

CSU 
1968 UC 

CSU 



1 


1 


1 


0 


1 


14 


18 


0 


24 


14 


10 


2 


2 


138 


190 


11 


9 


7 


3 


0 


1 


20 


40 


2 


16 


12 


6 


0 


8 


171 


213 


6 


52S 


709 


183 


115 


51 


3^7 


5,050 


53 


2375 


2,721 


1,475 


567 


331 


17,789 


25,761 


57B 


643 


742 


187 


96 


84 


3,728 


5,480 


52 


yjm 


2^ 


U60 


636 


291 


1830 


26^ 


602 



217 147 5,467 

624 1^ 28,257 

227 175 5,934 

665 1,698 29393 
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Appendix C 



Fall Term and Full-Year Statistics 
for the University of California 
and the California State University 



DISPLAY 22 Number of Community College Student* Transferring to the University of California. 
FaU Term and FuU Year 1986-87. 1987-88. and 1988-89 



:£SU JEalLZsm Full Year 

1986- 1987 . 4358 6,754 

1987- 1988 5,465 7,713 

1988- 1989 5,934 8,145 



DISPLAY 23 Number of Community College Students Transferring to the California State 
University. FaU Term and FuU Year 1983-84 Through 1988-89 



Year 


Fall Term 


FuU Year 


1983-1984 


30,274 


45,726 


1984-1985 


30,134 


45,476 


1985-1986 


29,682 


45,469 


1986-1987 


27,761 


43,616 


1987-1988 


28,252 


44,701 


1988-1989 


29393 


45,414 



DISPLAY 24 Numbers of Community College Transfer Students Enrolled in the Fall Term and 
Full Year 1988-89 by University of California Campus 



Universitv Camous 


Fam988 


Berkehy 


1,147 


Davis 


951 


Irvine 


599 


Los Angeles 


1,184 


Riverside 


276 


S;ji Diego 


418 


Santa Barbara 


926 


Santa Cruz 


437 


Total 


5,934 



Full Year Percent Fall is of Full Year 



1,540 


74.5 


U17 


72,2 


848 


70.6 


1,595 


74,2 


356 


77.5 


621 


673 


1,194 


77.2 


675 


64.7 


8,146 


72.8 



Appendix C, continued 



DISPLAY 25 Numben of Community College Transfer StudenU Enrolled in the Fall Term and 
Full Year 1988-89 by California State University Campus 

State University Campua Pafligm Full Year Percent FaU « of Full Year 



Bakenfield 


424 


626 


67.7 


Chico 


1,681 


2^29 


712 


Domingiiez Hills 


751 


1,260 


59.6 


Fresno 


1,618 


2314 


69.9 


Fullertoa 


2,176 


3416 


6L9 


Haywird 


1,009 


1,806 


55.9 


Humboldt 


638 


888 


7L8 


Loi^ Beach 


2,708 


3,928 


68.9 


Los Angeles 


1,112 


2,051 


542 


Northridge 


2352 


3,281 


71.7 


Pomona 


1,178 


2,057 


573 


Sacramento 


2,764 


3,985 


69.4 


San Bernardino 


1,152 


1,713 


673 


San Diego 


2,509 


4,151 


60.4 


San Francisco 


2,277 


3383 


673 


San Jose 


2,633 


3,963 


66.4 


San Luis Obispo 


1,158 


2,060 


51.4 


Sonoma 


745 


1,086 


68.6 


Stanislaus 


608 


929 


65.4 


Total 


29^93 


45,414 


64.8 



80 



Appendix D 



Tables of Numbers Used 
to Construct the Displays in the Text 



NOTE: The number of each table corresponds to that of the display in the text. 



DISPLAY 8 Ethnidty of Community CoUegt Sttukutt who Tnaufemd to the Umvmity of 
CaUfomia by Campus, Fall 1988 



Campm 


FQipiflD 


WhiM 






Antlodiao 


Black 


Tool' 


flaifc ■tail 


22 


644 


90 


189 


19 


41 


1,147 


Dm 


18 


601 


95 


145 


11 


38 


951 


Ifvine 


6 


356 


81 


74 


4 


23 


599 


LosAnfBlit 


20 


670 


157 


197 


14 


43 


1,184 


Rhmide 


1 


181 


40 


17 


4 


8 


276 




15 


2S2 


49 


57 


6 


9 


418 


Santa Butua 


11 


6S3 


99 


53 


15 


16 


922 


SkOtaCna 


3 


341 


32 


10 


11 


9 


437 


Total 


96 


3,728 


643 


742 


84 


187 


5,934 



* Total iadudet uakaoini etbaidtjr 



DISPLAY 9 Ethnidty of Community CoUege Transfers to the CaJifomia StaU University by Campus, 
FaU 1988 



Campof 


White AoLl 


ladiaa 


FilipiBO 


Black 


Asian 


Hispanic 


Total 


Bakeafield 


313 


5 


6 


20 


7 


57 


408 


Chioo 


1,414 


22 


12 


29 


21 


77 


1475 


Ooauagucac Hills 


275 


4 


19 


219 


49 


99 


665 


Rrcano 


1,001 


22 


16 


69 


59 


236 


1,403 


FuUextoo 


1345 


yy 


31 


51 


273 


264 


1,994 


Haywaid 


571 


14 


35 


107 


106 


85 


918 


Humboldt 


515 


11 


2 


7 


11 


30 


576 


Long Beach 


1,637 


22 


74 


106 


327 


284 


2,450 


Lot Aniekt 


245 


6 


31 


138 


186 


278 


884 


Nottluidfe 


U39 


22 


44 


118 


170 


226 


2,119 


Pomona 


601 


6 


35 


49 


226 


137 


1,054 


Sacramento 


1,912 


36 


52 


121 


188 


196 


2,505 


Saa Banafdino 


816 


9 


6 


85 


15 


144 


1,075 


Saa Oiefo 


1,686 


19 


86 


94 


145 


279 


2^ 


San PnMiciioo 


1,039 


17 


89 


t69 


416 


158 


1,888 


SaaJoae 


U53 


15 


76 


107 


370 


248 


2369 


San Lui* Obiipo 


777 


6 


16 


20 


66 


113 


998 


Sonoma 


578 


11 


3 


29 


6 


51 


678 


Sianialaua 


443 


11 


3 


22 


24 


57 


560 


Total 


18,260 


288 


636 


U60 


2,665 


3,019 


26,428 



ERIC 
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Appendix D, continued 



DISPLAY 11 Community CoUege Tmufm to the University of California by Sex and 
Campus, FaUim 





Men 




Btttetejr 


602 


545 


Davis 


4S8 


493 


Iiviaa 


273 


326 


LocAiifBta 


554 


630 


RKeaide 


115 


161 


SuDic|o 


225 


193 


Sum Bubaia 


454 


468 


SuitaCha 


207 


230 



DISPLAY 12 Number of Community College Transfers to Each Unimsity of California Campus, 
FaU 1979-1988 

Loi Sinta 



Yew 


Betfcelejr 


Davii 


bvine 


Anfcks 


Rivcnide 




Butm SutaCcwz 


Total 


1979 


1,115 


792 


522 


1,198 


255 


404 


1,021 


342 


5,649 


mi 


1,060 


797 


591 


1,068 


228 


341 


911 


432 


5,428 


19B1 


793 


637 


541 


996 


112 


388 


833 


377 


4,778 


19B2 


854 


691 


503 


1,041 


250 


432 


968 


398 


5,137 


1983 


910 


714 


573 


1,038 


205 


462 


972 


431 


5305 


1984 


897 


829 


555 


896 


234 


463 


954 


429 


5,257 


198S 


816 


708 


553 


933 


252 


472 


804 


392 


4,931 


1966 


795 


617 


611 


915 


226 


488 


810 


396 


4,858 


1987 


1,137 


779 


625 


1,044 


228 


510 


761 


381 


5,465 


1988 


1,147 


951 


599 


1,184 


276 


418 


922 


437 


5,934 



S2 



Appendix D, continued 



DISPLiY 13 Reported Majors of CommuiJty CoUege Tnnsfa'S to the University of California 
by Sex, FaU 1988 







Womcii 


Total 


Biifinm/Manafemcot 


135 


79 


214 


EngMiMxisi/Coiiiputer Sdeooe 


381 


107 


488 


Letter 


156 


348 


504 


UfeSduoo 


244 


269 


513 


Pbyiiad Sdeooe/Mftthematki 


189 


102 


291 




97 


205 


302 


>i^cisl Scie&6e 


376 


3S3 


729 


Vtnial/Pafocmiiig Am 


108 


166 


274 


Multi/InteidiMipliiiaiy Studk ' 


92 


108 


200 


Otber* 


601 


731 


U32 


Unknoim 


56 


80 


136 


'Other indiider ilth, Home Ecooomici, Law, 


Philotcphy u 


Id Relipoa 





DISPLAY 14 Distribution of Numbers of Conunumty C-yUege Transfers to the University of 
Cattfomia, FMtl988 

Number of Sftidf ^»ti V- nbcT of Community Colletea 



300-399 2 

200-299 3 

100-199 13 

50-99 20 

25-49 23 

0-24 44 



ERIC 
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Appendix D, continued 



DISPLAY 15 Number of Transfer Studfozts from Each Community Colkge to the University of 
California anr" the Califoi.^ia State University, Fall 1988 





csy 


US, 


Total 


A Ham f !■ ■ ny 


142 


29 


171 




uo 


38 


168 




Z7 


3 


30 






6 


391 






16S 


419 




415 


44 


459 




Z4o 


24 


272 






31 


225 


VAJUSpB Oi (DC 1/CSCZT 


ITT 


20 


147 






9 


32 


Golden WMf 




74 


496 




ol7 


262 


1,079 


W IOC dQl|uOllf 




49 


402 




Of 


4 


71 






22 


153 


Diablo Valley 




307 


1,180 




ol 


17 


98 


El Camiiio 


Tsn 
/ou 


148 


928 


Feather Rmr 

• '^••■w « raws 


lO 


1 


17 


De Ama 


oiy 


178 


997 


FbochiU 




lOS 


470 


Ob'one 


LI/, 


40 


312 


Gavilan 


QQ 
OO 


14 


102 


Gleadale 




64 


402 


Cuyamaca 


11 


4 


35 


Gfoen&uiir 


546 


jy 


6C5 


HiitneU 


216 


36 


252 


Imperial Valley 


102 


11 


113 


BakenfieM 


419 


19 


438 


CenoCoao 


34 


8 


42 


PoiteiviUe 


57 


8 


65 


LakeTalioe 


21 


3 


24 


Laoea 


47 


4 


51 


Long Beach 


488 


60 


548 


EattLoaAnfeles 


228 


54 


282 


LotAflfeleiGty 


304 


52 


356 


LotAnfcleiHaibor 


233 


27 


260 


LotAnieief Mittkm 


43 


2 


45 


Lot Anfclet Pierce 


639 


90 


729 
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DISPLAY 15, continued 





CSV 


11£ 


Total 


Urn AapUi SottUnmt 


61 


1 


62 


Los AiifDkt Tnde-Tcdmicil 


84 


2 


86 


Los Anfckt Valley 


445 


89 


534 


West Los Aafeles 


122 


28 


150 


AiDsricBB River 


763 


203 


966 


Cosuaaas River 


169 


32 


201 


SacxsflBe&to City 


559 


141 


700 


CjUefB of Marin 


225 


72 


297 


ladaaa Valley 


10 


0 


10 


Meadodiio 


47 


5 


52 


Meroett 


242 


20 


262 


MinCoMa 


98 


26 


124 


Mootefejr PeaiMula 


187 


58 


245 


MtSuAatonio 


548 


59 


607 


MtSuJadnto 


72 


12 


84 


N^VaOcjr 


135 


27 


162 


CypfOi 


356 


36 


392 


Puikitoa 


696 


58 


754 


Piio Verde 


6 


4 


10 


Paioiiiar 


438 


95 


533 


PandeaaCty 


615 


141 


756 


CbUege of Alameda 


120 


32 


152 


Laney 


167 


76 


243 


Meiritt 


126 


33 


159 


VitU 


12 


8 


20 


Rancfao .Santiago 


356 


61 


417 


CoUeie of the Redwoodi 


241 


18 


259 


Rio Hondo 


241 


17 


258 


Rivenide 


352 


128 


480 


bvine Vallejr 


0 


32 


32 




563 


139 


702 


CnftonHiUi 


114 


20 


134 


San Bemardino Valley 


277 


17 


294 


San Diego Gty 


271 


41 


312 


SanniegoMeta 


537 


167 


704 


Sap Oiego Miianiar 


33 


8 


41 


Gty CoUege of San Francisc-j 


810 


156 


966 


San Joaquin DelU 


552 


93 


645 


Eveigreen Valley 


196 


17 


213 



ERIC 



85 



77 
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DISPLAY 15, continued 



LommumtyColIw 


csu 








212 


17 


229 


CueitB 


210 


28 


238 




131 


18 


149 


Colkit of Sia Mateo 


506 


124 


630 


Skyltiie 


193 


19 


212 


Stall BuboB City 


Z31 


273 


S04 


CoUtfeorthsCaiqroiii 


133 


18 


151 


SaaiaMoaiei 


530 


353 


883 


Shasta 


289 


23 


312 


□icni 




w 


ACQ 


VAXiCpi IX IBB oSDjljUa 




n 

v 


iCO 
QO 




loo 




ZZo 






110 

lis 


753 






OJ 


010 






JJ 


I'M 






J* 




KiapRiwer 


IQS 


6 


111 


Mooipaik 


372 


61 


433 


Oxaafd 


63 


14 


77 


Ventura 


340 


136 


476 


Victor VaUey 


106 


10 


116 


WestHiUi 


59 


2 


61 


Taft 


41 


2 


43 


MiMioo 


177 


11 


188 


West Valley 


567 


64 


631 


Columbia 


49 


6 


55 


Modesto 


427 


49 


476 


Yuba 


234 


42 


276 


Total 


29396 


5,934 


35330 
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DISPLAY 17 Community College Transfers to the California State University by Sex, Fail 1988 







Women 


TottI 


Bakenfiekl 


156 


268 


424 


Chioo 


876 


8QS 


1,681 


Domtniucz Hills 


329 


422 


751 


Prtsoo 


756 


862 


1,618 


Fuilextoo 


1,001 


1,175 


2,176 


riMywuo 


438 


571 


1,009 


Hinnboldt 


338 


300 


638 


LoogBeadi 


U16 


1392 


2,708 


Lot Anfeks 


525 


587 


1,112 


NoftluidffB 


1,080 


1,272 


2352 


Pomoaa 


667 


511 


1,178 


Sicnuneiito 


1,216 


1,548 


2,764 


Sia Benardino 


464 


688 


1,152 


StaDiefo 


U42 


1,267 


2,509 


Stft I^mcisoo 


1,004 


1,273 


2,277 


StaJoie 


1,261 


U72 


2,633 


Sta Lidf Obiipo 


657 


401 


1,058 


-Sfwioma 


302 


4«3 


745 


StanifUut 


243 


365 




TOTAL 


D,873 


15,520 


29393 
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Appendix D, continued 



DISPLAY 18 Community College Transfers to California State University Campuses, 1979 
Through 1988 



CMHpM 1979 I960 1981 1982 



1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 



383 389 424 



B«tenfidd 439 399 331 . 323 329 350 395 

^ VTJ 1,726 1,787 1,799 • 1^52 1,817 1^50 1,614 1,616 1.681 

OomnffnHill. 874 901 840 909 943 829 677 662 731 751 

F««o 1^22 1,601 1,593 1,637 1,641 U64 i^ 1^ 1,613 igig 

P-Iteito. 2,044 2,099 2,219 2,098 2,182 2,148 2,136 2,216 2,158 2,176 

Hw» 1,013 997 1,085 1,117 1,148 1,073 1,096 924 992 1 009 

H«»boldt 804 748 783 654 588 564 577 486 588 638 

2,708 



UmtB^ 3,062 3,021 3,269 3,474 3,105 2,915 3.007 2,735 2,850 

™ ™ H?? ^ ^2 U17 1,280 1,263 U12 

" "' 2,062 2.352 

1.178 



Northridic 2371 2323 2,180 2,237 2,187 2,277 2312 2,254 

P«»oM 1390 1,472 1308 1,605 1,526 1360 1319 130O 1387 



S—ento 2,789 2312 2,732 2,609 2375 2,770 2,698 2391 2,404 2,764 

SuBenuduK, 514 611 596 659 718 720 840 853 1,049 1152 

S«Diep 3304 3379 2,908 2366 3,147 3329 3.103 2356 2,747 2309 

SuPkuckc. 2,090 2,099 2,084 2,095 2,124 2,134 2^70 2,174 1.892 2,277 

S-J«. 2341 2,400 2359 2,497 2391 2350 2367 2377 2346 2.633 

SML-kObkpo 1387 1314 1366 1,048 1351 1357 1,142 966 972 1058 

So«oo« 718 670 663 739 692 636 663 700 739 745 

455 512 541 480 468 489 465 508 554 608 

30,428 30,490 30,026 29.824 30374 30.134 29.682 27,761 28352 29393 



Total 
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DISPLAY 19 Mtgoa Reported for Community CoOege Transfers to the CaUfomia State University, 
Fail 1988 



M«or 


Men 




Total 


Africultm A Home Ecoaomks 


294 


486 


780 


BunoM/MuiSfeiiiciit 


3461 


3150 


66U 


CMMMMIMliOM 


675 


755 


1430 




602 


275 


877 




508 


616 


1124 




201S 


231 


2249 


Hcaltb 


208 


857 


1065 




367 


715 


1082 


LifeSdeaces 


407 


452 


859 


Phytacil Sdeace/NUtlieiiutks 


450 


234 


684 


Pkydiologjr 


465 


1228 


1693 


Public Aflun 


579 


652 


1231 




1158 


949 


2107 


Vmai/Pnfonning Aitt 


637 


766 


1403 


Other* 


827 


2875 


3702 


UnkBOwii 


1217 


1279 


2496 



*Othcr tndudct Aidiitcrtvre. Foran LaimMm PMnkM Productiott. ReliaiQUBd Philosophy 



DISPLAY 20 Distribution of Community Coiiege Transfers to the California State University, Fall 1988 

Nvm^^r9f?W^ntf Number of Community CoWtnM 



800+ 


4 


700-799 


3 


600-699 


4 


500-599 


10 


400-499 


7 


300-399 


11 


200-299 


18 


100-199 


22 


25-99 


21 


0-24 


5 



89 



81 
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sion Report 87-37, September 1987. 

Strengthening Transfer and Articulation Policies 
and Practices in California's Colleges and Universi- 
ties. Commission Report 87-41. Sacramento: The 
Commission, November 1987. 



Update of Community College Transfer Student 
Statistics^, Fall 1983. Commission Report 84-10. 
Sacramento: The Commission, March 1984. 

-. Views from the Field on Community College 
Transfer: Testimony to the Ad Hoc Committee on 
Community College Transfer, California Postsecon- 
dary Education Commission. Commission Report 
84-20. Sacramento: The Commission, June 1984. 

Reaffirming California s Commitment to Trans- 
fer, Commission Report 85-15. Sacramento: The 
Commission, March 1985. 

Update of Community College Transfer Student 
Statistics, FcUl 1984. Commission Report 85-21. Sac- 
ramento: The Commission, March 1985. 



Articulating Career Education Programs from 
High School through Community College to the Bac- 
calaureate Degree. Commission Report 87-48. Sac- 
ramento: The Commission, December 1987. 

Update of Community Colhge Transfer Student 
Statistics, Fall 1987. Commission Report 88-15. 
Sacramento: The Commission, March 1988. 

Progress in Implementing the Recommendations 
of the Commission's 1987 Report on Strengthening 
Transfer and Articulation: A Staff Report to the Cal- 
ifornia Postsecondary Education Commission. Com- 
mission Report 88-38, October 1988. 
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sity and Colleges, Phase L Technical Memorandum 
No. C. Long Beach: Division of Institutional Re- 
search, OfiEice of the Chancellor, Tlie California State 
University and Colleges, June 1976. 

Those Who Stay: Student Continuance in The 
California StaU University and Colleges, Phase 2. 
Technical Memorandum No. 8. Long Beach: Divi- 
sion of Institutional Research OfiBce of the Chancel- 
lor, The California State University and Colleges, 
May 1979. 



Those Who Stay: Student Continuance in The 
CcUifomia State University and Colleges, Phase 3. 
Long Beach: Division of Institutional Research, Of- 
fice of the Chancellor, The California State Universi- 
ty and Colleges, July 1981 (an update of the Phase 1 
report). 

Those Who Stay: Student Continuance in The 
California State University, Phase 4. Technical 
Memorandum No. 10. Long Beach: Division of Insti- 
tutional Research Office of the Chancellor, The Cali- 
fornia State University, May 1983 (an update of the 
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION 



THE California Postsecondary Education Commis- 
sion is a citizen board established in 1974 by the Leg- 
islature and Governor to coordinate the efforts of 
California's colleges and universities and to i^rovide 
independent, non-partisan policy analysis and recom- 
mendations to the Governor and Legislature. 

IVI«mb«rs of the Commisaion 

The Commission consists of 15 members. Nine rep- 
resent the general public, with three each appointed 
for six-year terms by the Governor, the Senate Rules 
Committee, and the Speaker of the Assembly. The 
other six represent the major segments of postsecond- 
ary education in California. 

As of April 1989, the Commissioners representing 
the general public are: 

Mim Andelson, Los Angeles; 

C. Thomas Dean, Long Beach; 

Henry Oer, San Francisco; 

Seymour M. Farber, M.O., San Francisco; 

Helen Z. Hansen, Long Beach; 

Lowell J. Paige, El Macero; Vice Chair; 

Cruz Reynoso, Los Angeles; 

Sharon N. Skog, Palo Alto; Chair; ard 

Stephen P. Teale, M.D., Modesto. 

Representatives of the segments are: 

Yori Wada, San Francisco; appointed by the Regents 
of the University of California; 

Theodore J. Saenger, San Francisco; appointed by 
the Trustees of the California State University; 

John F. Parkhurst, Folsom; appointed by the Board 
of Governors of the California Community Colleges; 

Harry Wugalter, Thousand Oaks; appointed by the 
Council for Private Postsecondary Educational Insti- 
tutions ; 

Francis Laufenberg, Orange; appointed by the Cali- 
fornia State Board of Education: and 

James B. Jamieson, San Luis Obispo; appointed by 
the Governor from nominees proposed by California's 
independent colleges and universities. 



Functions of the Commission 

The Commission is charged by the Legislature and 
Governor to ^'assure the effective utilization of public 
postsecondary education resources, thereby eliminat- 
ing waste and unnecessary duplication, and to pro- 
mote diversity, innovation, and responsiveness to 
student and societal needs.** 

To this end, the Commission conducts independent 
reviews of matters affecting the 2,600 institutions of 
postsecondary education in California, including com- 
munity colleges, four-year colleges, universities, and 
professional and occupational schools. 

As an advisory planning and coordinating body, the 
Commission does not administer or govern any insti- 
tutions, nor does it approve, authorize, or accredit 
any of them. Instead, it cooperates with other State 
agencies and non-governmental groups that perform 
these fimctions, while operating as an independent 
board with its own staff and its own specific duties of 
evaluation, coordination, and planning. 

Operation of the Commission 

The Commission holds regular meetings throughout 
the year at which it debates and takes action on stall 
studies and takes positions on pi. posed legislation 
affecting education beyond the high school in Califor- 
nia. By law, the Commission's meetings are open to 
the public. Requests to speak at a meeting mav be 
made by writing the Commission in advance or by 
submitting a request prior to the start of the meeting 

The Commission's day-to-day work is carried out by 
its staff in Sacramento, under the guidance of its ex- 
ecutive director, Kenneth 8. O'Brien, who is appoint^ 
ed by the Commission. 

The Commission publishes and distributes without 
charge some 40 to 50 reports each year on major is- 
sues confronting California postsecondary education 
Recent reports are listed on the back cover. 

Further information about the Commission, its meet- 
ings, its staff, and its publications may be obtained 
from the Commission offices at 1020 Twelfth Street, 
Third Floor, Sacramento, CA 98514-3985. telephone 
(916) 445-7933. 



UPDATE OF COMMUNITY COLJ .v^E 
TRANSFER STUDENT STATISTICS, 1988-89 



California Postsecoadary Education Commission Report 89-23 



ONE of a series of reports published by the Commis- 
sion as part of its plamiing and coordinating respon- 
sibilities. Additional copies may be obtained without 
charge from the Publications Office, California Post- 
secondary Education Commission, Third Floor, 1020 
Twelfth Street, Si&cramento, California 95814-3985. 

Recent reports of the Commission include: 

89-6 Prospects for Accommodating Growth in Post- 
secondary Education to 2005: Report of t'le Executive 
Director to the California Postsecondary Education 
Commission, January 23, 1989 (January 1989) 

89-7 State Budget Priorities of the Commission, 
1989: A Report of the California Postsecondary Edu- 
cation Commission (March 1989) 

89-8 Status Report on Human Corps Activities, 
1989: The Second in a Series of Five Annual Report i 
to the Legislature in Response to Assembly Bill 1820 
(Chapter 1245, Statutes of 1987) (March 1989) 

89-9 A Further Review of the California State Uni- 
versity's Contra Costa Center (March 1989) 

89-10 Out of the Shadows - The IRCA/SUAG Oppor- 
tunity: A Needs Assessment of Educational Services 
for Eligible Legalized Aliens in California Under the 
State Legalization Impact Assistance Grant Program 
of the Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986, 
submitted to the California Postsecondary Educatic ^ 
Commission, February 23, 1989, by California To- 
morrow (March 1989) 

89-11 Faculty Salaries in California's Public Uni- 
versities, 1989-90: A Report to the Legislature and 
(jovemor in Response to Senate Concurrent Resolu- 
tion No. 51 (1965) (March 1989) 

89*12 Teacher Preparation Programs Offered by 
California's Public Universities: A Report to the Leg- 
islature in Resp^^ise to Supplemental Language in 
the 1988 State Budget Act (March 1989) 

89*13 The State's Reliance on Non-O}vernmental 
Accreditation: A Report to the Legislature in Re- 
sponse to Assembly Concurrent Resolution 78 (Re- 
solution Chapter 22, 1988) (March 1989) 

89-14 Analysisof the Governor's Proposed 1989-90 
Budget: A Staff Report to the California Postsecon- 
dary Education Commission (March 1989) 

89-15 Planning Our Future: A Stiff Background 




PaperonLong-Range Enrollment and Facilities Plan- 
ning in California Public Higher Education (April 
1989) 

89-16 Standardized Tests Used for Higher Educa- 
tion Admission and Placement in California During 
1988: The Fourth in a Series of Annual Reports Pub- 
lished in Accordance with Senate Bill 1753 (Chapter 
1505, Statutes of 1984) (April 1989) 

89-17 Protecting the Integrity of California De- 
grees: The Role of California's Private Postsecondary 
Education Act of 1977 in Educational Quality Con- 
trol (April 1989) 

89*18 Recommendations for Revising the Private 
Postsecondary Education Aci of 1977: A Report to 
the Legislature and Governor on Needed Improve- 
ments in State Oversight of Privately Supported 
Postsecondary Education (April 1989) 

89-19 Mandatory Statewide Student Fees in Cali- 
fornia's Public Four- Year Colleges and Universities: 
Report of the Sunset Review Committee on Statewide 
StudentFee Policy Under Senate Bill 195 (1985), pub- 
lished for the Committee by the California Postsecon- 
dary Education Commission (April 1989) 

89-20 State Policy Guidelines for Adjusting Non- 
resident Tuition at California's Public Colleges and 
Universities: Report of the Advisory Committee on 
Nonresident Tuition Policies Under Senate Concur- 
rent Resolution 69, published for the Committee by 
the California Postsecondary Education Commission 
(June 1989) 

89-21 State Oversight of Postsecondary Education 
Three Reports on California's Licensure of Private In- 
stitutions and Reliance on Non^Governmental Ac^ 
creditation [A reprint of Reports 89-13, 89-17, and 89- 
181 (June 1989) 

89-22 Revisions to the Commission's Faculty Salary 
Methodology for the California State University (June 
1989) 

89-23 Update of Community College Transfer Stu- 
dent Statistics, 1988-89 The University of Califor- 
nia, The California State University, and California's 
IndependentColleges and Universities (August 1989) 

89-24 California Colleges and Universities. 1990 A 
Guide to Degree-Granting Institutions and to Their 
Degree and Certificate Programs (September 1989) 
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